Castorena v. General Elec. Clerk\u27s Record v. 1 Dckt. 35123 by unknown
UIdaho Law
Digital Commons @ UIdaho Law
Idaho Supreme Court Records & Briefs
4-27-2009
Castorena v. General Elec. Clerk's Record v. 1 Dckt.
35123
Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.law.uidaho.edu/
idaho_supreme_court_record_briefs
This Court Document is brought to you for free and open access by Digital Commons @ UIdaho Law. It has been accepted for inclusion in Idaho
Supreme Court Records & Briefs by an authorized administrator of Digital Commons @ UIdaho Law.
Recommended Citation
"Castorena v. General Elec. Clerk's Record v. 1 Dckt. 35123" (2009). Idaho Supreme Court Records & Briefs. 68.
https://digitalcommons.law.uidaho.edu/idaho_supreme_court_record_briefs/68
OF THE 
STATE OF bmo 
vs. 
I 
GENERAL ELECTRIC, et al, U 
Plaintiffs-Appellants, 
VS. 
FMC CORPORATION, et al, 
JOHN D. ADAMSON, et al, 
Defendants-Responde 
Y 
Attorney- for Appellant- 
Trudy Hanqon Fouse 
Gary T. Dance 
S&ilr, AbGmNTATION RECORD 
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF' IDAHO 






















Supreme Court Case No. 3 5 123 
(Consolidated Suprenle Court Case 
Nos. 25 123,25 124 and 25852) 
CLERK'S TRANSCRIPT ON APPEAL 
Appeal from the District Court of the Sixth Judicial District of the State of Idaho 
in and for the County of Bannock. 
TITLE PAGE 
HONOMBLE PETER D. McDERMOTT, District Judge. 
James C. h o l d  
P. 0. Box 1645 
Idaho Falls, Idaho 83403-1645 
Attorney for Plaintiffs-Appeallants 
Mildred Castorena, et a1 and 
John D. Adamson, et a1 
TITLE PAGE 
Trudy Wanson Fouse 
Martha G. Wharry 
P. 0. Box 2387 
Boise, Idaho 83701 
Attorney for Defendants- 
Respondents 
Gary T. Dance 
Lee Radford 
Benjamin C. Ritchie 
P. 0. Box 817 
Pocatello, Idaho 83204 
Attorney for Defendants- 
Repondents. 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
MILDRED CASTOmNA ET AL VS . GENERAL ELECTMC CO., Ell AL 
DISTRXCT COURT CASE NO. CV-06-2474 
Register of Actions .................................................................................................... 
Answer of Defendant Certaineed Corporation to Plaintiff's Complaint and 
.................................................................................................... Jury Demand 
Answer and Demand for Jury Trial (Garlock) ........................................................... 
Answer of Defendant Union Carbide Corporation to PlaintifPs Complaint 
and Jury Demand ............................................................................................. 
Answer to Complaint by Defendant Ingersole-Rand Company ................................ 
Answer to Complaint by Defendant CBSNIACOWWestinghouse ........................ 
.............................. Answer and Demand for Jury Trial (P & H Mining Equipment) 
Answer and Demand for Jury Trial (Clever-Brocks) ................................................ 
Answer and Demand for Jury Trial (ITT Industries) ................................................ 
Defendant Kelly-Moore Paint Company. Inc.'s Answer .......................................... 
Defendant Reliance Electric Company Misidentified as Reliance Electric 
Motor's Answer and Jury Demand .................................................................. 
Defendant Henry Vogt Machine Company's Answer to Plaintiffs Complaint ........ 
Defendant FMC Corporation's (Improperly Sued as FMC Corporation (Hamer) 
Answer to Plaintiffs ComplainT ....................................................................... 
Defendant Warren Pumps. Inc.'s Answer to Plaintiffs Complaint .......................... 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
Dekndanl Rockwell Automation. Inc.'s Answer and Jury Demand ........................ 3 83 
Answer to Complaint by Dehndmt Pilkington North h e r i c a .  Ine ........................ 389 
Answer and Dernand for Jury Trial of Defendant Eaton Electrical. Inc . 
(formerly known as '*Cutler.Hammer. Inc.") .................................................. 414 
Affidavit of Casey K . McGamey .............................................................................. 451 
Affidlzvit of E . Scott Savage ...................................................................................... 454 
Union Pacific Railroad Compmy's Answer and Reliance Upon 
Plaintiffs' Jury Demand ................................................................................... 457 
Defendant Sbepard Niles. Inc.'s Answer to PlaintiffsTomplai~it ............................ 489 
Defendant A . W . Chesterson Compaiiy's Answer to Plaintiffs' Complaint ............ 500 
Defendant Nibco. Tnc.'s Answer to Complaint and Demand for Jury Trial .............. 511 
Answer of Sterling Fluid Systems (USA) LLC Improperly Sued as 
Sterling Fluid System (Peerless Pumps) .......................................................... 530 
Defendant Steel West's Answer and Demand for Jury Trial .................................... 549 
Crane Go.'s Answer to Complaint ............................................................................. 577 
Answer and Demand for Jury Trial (Advanced Industrial Supply) ........................... 599 
Defendant Babbit Steam Specialty Co.'s Answer and Jury Demand ........................ 634 
Answer of Crown Cork & Seal Company ................................................................. 649 
Order of Dismissal of Defendant Pilkington North America. Inc ............................. 669 
Answer and Demand for Jury Trial (Fairbanks Morse Pump Corporation) .............. 675 
Defendant Alaskan Copper WorkslALCO Investment Company's Answer ............ 691 
Order of Dismissal of Defendant Union Carbide Corporation .................................. 716 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
& 
Honepvell. Inc.3 Answer to Complaint ................................................................... 720 
............................................................... Defendmt's Square I3 Company's Answer 739 
................. Defendant Bullough Abatement. Inc.'s Answer to PlaintiffsTomplaint 765 
............................................................................................. Defendmt Oi' s Answer 788 
............. Answer of Metropolitan Life Insurance Company to Plaintiffs' Complaint 805 
First Amended Complaint ......................................................................................... 837 
Defendant Henry Vogt Machine Co.'s Answer to Plaintiffs' Aniended Complaint . 845 
.......... Defendant Warren Punips. Inc.'s Answer to Plaintiffs' Anended Complaint 855 
Defendant Nibco. Inc.'s Answer to Plaintiffs' First Amended Complaint .............. 865 
Answer to Plaintiffs' First Amended Complaint and Demand for Jury 
Trial (AIS) ....................................................................................................... 874 
Defendant FMC Corporation's (Improperly Sued as FMC Corporation (Hamer) 
Answer to Plaintiffs'Amended Complaint ..................................................... 886 
Answer of Sterling Fluid System's (USA). LLC (Improperly Sued as Sterling 
Fluid (Peerless Pumps) to Plaintiffs' Amended Complaint ............................. 895 
Answer of Defendant Eaton Electrical Inc . (formerly known as "Cutler.Hammer . 
Inc.") to First Amended Complaint; Demand for Jury Trial ........................... 905 
Ingersoll-Rand Company's Answer to Plaintiffs' Aniended Complaint ................... 919 
........... CBSIVIACOMIVv'estinghouse's Answer to Plaintiffs' Aniended Complaint 926 
Union Pacific Railroad Company's Answer to First Aniended Complaint 
................................................... and Reliance Upon Plaintiffs' Jury Demand 933 
......................... Answer to Plaintiffs' First Aniended Complaint (Guard.Line. Inc.) 951 
..................... Defendant Garlock. Inc .' s Answer to Plaintiffs' Amended Complaint 955 
TAE3LE OF CONTENTS 

@ 
Affidavit of Chistopher C. Burke in Support of Defendants Ingersoll- 
Rand and Westinghouse's Motion for Summary Judgment against 
Wrongful Death Plaintiffs ............................................................................... 1175 
Defendant Sterling Fluid Systems (USA), LLG9s Improperly Sued as 
Sterling Fluid Systems (Peerless Pumps) Joinder in Defendant 
Ingersoll-Rand's and Defendant Westinghouse's Motions for 
......................................................................................... S u m a r y  Judgment 1433 
Plaintiffs' Responses to Defendants Ingersoll-Rand and Westinghouse's 
Motion for Summary Judgment against Wrongful Death Plaintiffs 
Stoor, Branch and Frasure ............................................................................... 1443 
Affidavit in Support of Plaintiffs' Response to Defendants Ingersoll-Rand 
and Westinghouse's Motion for Summary Judgment against 
wrongful death Plaintiffs Stoor, Branch and Frasure ...................................... 1451 
Reply Brief of Defendants Ingersoll-Rand and Westinghouse's in Support 
of Motion for Summary Judgment against wrongful death Plaintiffs 
Robert Branch, William D. Frasure and John D. Stoor ................................... 1454 
...................................................... Memorandum Decision and Order, filed 1/28/08 1475 
Defendants Sterling Fluid Systems (USA) LLC's Improperly Sued as Sterling 
Fluid Systems (Peerless Pumps) Motion for Reconsideration ........................ 1482 
Defendant Sterling Fluid Systems (USA) LLC's Motion in Support of 
Motion for Reconsideration ............................................................................. 1491 
Defendants Ingersoll-Rand and Westinghouse's Motion for Permissive 
Appeal pursuant to Idaho Appellate Rule 12(b) .............................................. 1531 
Defendants Ingersoll-Rand and Westinghouse's Memorandum in Support of 
Motion for Permissive Appeal Pursuant to Idaho Appellate Rule 12(b) ......... 1538 
Defendants' Joinder in Defendants Westinghouse's and Ingersoll-Rand's 
Motion for Permissive Appeal ......................................................................... 155 1 
Motion fi>r Expedited Hearing on Defendants Ingersoll-Rand and 
Westinghouse's Motion for Permissive Appeal Pursuant to Idaho 
Appellate Rule 12(b) ....................................................................................... 1560 
Plaintiffs' Response to Defendant Sterling Fluid Systems (USA) LLC's 
Motion for Reconsideration ............................................................................. 1569 
TABLE OF CONTENTS -6- 
Plaintiffs' Response in Opposition to Dekndant's Ingersoll-Rand asld 
.............................................. Westinghouse" Motion for Permissive Appeal 1585 
Defendants' lngersoll-Rand and Westinghouse's Joinder in Defendants" 
Sterling Fluid Systems (USA). LLC. Warrant Pumps. Inc., and 
Henry Vogt Machine Co.'s Motion for Reconsideration ............................... 1589 
Order Granting Expedited Hearing on Defendants Ingersoll-Rand and 
Westinghouse's Motion .for Permissive Appeal Pursuant to TAR 12(b) 
.................................................................................................... filed 2/14/08 1596 
Defendants Ingersoll-Rand and Westinghouse's Reply in Support of Their 
Motion for Permissive Appeal Pursuant to Idaho Appellate Rule 12(b) ......... 1603 
Defendant Sterling Fluid Systems (USA) LLC's Reply in Support of 
............................................................................. Motion for Reconsideration 1614 
...................................................... Memorandum Decision and Order. filed 311 8/08 1641 
....................................................................... Westinghouse Memorandum of Costs 1659 
.................................................................. Ingersoll-Rand's Memorandum of Costs 1670 
....................................................... Defendant Nibco. Inc.3 Memorandum of Costs 1681 
Notice of Appeal. filed 412 1/08 ................................................................................. 1690 
Judgment. filed 4/23/08 ............................................................................................. 1697 
Clerk's Certificate of Appeal. filed 5/2/08 ................................................................ 1701 
Respondents Ingersoll-Rand and Westinghouse's Request for Additional 
Reporter's Transcript and Clerk's Record ......................................................... 1706 
Order Anlending Title. filed 5/7/08 ........................................................................... 1718 
............................................................................................. Judgment. filed 611 9/08 1720 
Order Conditionally Consolidating Appeals. filed 6/24/08 ................................. 1724 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
Order. filed 6/24/08 ................................................................................................... 1728 
Amended Order. filed 6/26/08 ................................................................................... 1729 
Order Grating Motion to Dismiss Respondent Nibco. Inc . Amended Title 
.............................................................................. in this Appeal. filed 7/2/08 1730 
Order Granting Motion far Delegation of Jurisdiction to the District 
Court. filed 7/2/08 ........................................................................................ 1732 
Order Dismissing Respondent Guard.Line. Inc . and Amending Title. 
filed 9/4/08 ....................................................................................................... 1734 
Order Granting Motion(s) to Dismiss Respondent(s) and Anlending 
Title. filed 1 O/20/08 ......................................................................................... 1736 
COLOIWD SHEET OF PAPER 
JOHN D . ADAMSON 'VS . FMC COWOMTION. ET AL 
DISTRICT COURT CASE NO . CV-2006-3166-OC 
Register of Actions .................................................................................................... 1738 
Complaint .................................................................................................................. 1751 
............................................................................ Answer of Rupert Iron Works. Inc 1784 
Answer of Defendant Sterling Fluid Systems (USA). LLC (Improperly 
Sued as Sterling Fluid Systems (Peerless Purnp) ........................................ 1793 
Answer and Demand for Jury Trial of Defendant Eaton Electrical. Inc . 
(formerly known as "Cutlcr.Hamrner. Inc.") .................................................. 4806 
............................................ Answer and Jury Demand (Reliance Electric Motions) 1837 
Defendant Square D Company's Answer .................................................................. 1843 
TAE3LE OF CONTENTS 
............ Defendant Alaskan Copper Works/ALCO Investment Company's Answer 1870 
Crane Co.'s Answer to Complaint ............................................................................. 1888 
h s w e r  and Jury Demand (Advmced Industrial Supply. lnc . f/Ww Pocatello 
Supply Inc . (hereinafier "AIS") ....................................................................... 1918 
Answer and Demand for Jury Trial of P&H Mining Equipment. Inc . f/Wa 
Hamischfeger Corporation (incorrectly named as P&H Cranes) .................... 1946 
....... Answer of Defendant Flowserve Corporation (fMa Durco International. Inc.) 1958 
Answer of Defendant Eucsson. Inc . as Successor in Interest to the 
Anaconda Wire and Cable Company .............................................................. 1982 
Answer of Defendant Bechtel. Inc ............................................................................ 1993 
Defendant Could Electronics. Inc.'s Answer and Jury Demand ............................... 2033 
Parker-E-Iannifen Corporation's Answer to Plaintiffs' Complaint and 
Request for Jury Trial ...................................................................................... 2041 
Answer and Demand for Jury Trial (Fairbanks Morse Pump Corporation) .............. 2059 
Answer of Defendant Hemy Vogt Machine. Co ...................................................... 2070 
Defendant Johnston Pump Company's Answer and Jury Demand ........................... 2082 
Honeywell. Inc.'s Answer to Complaint ................................................................... 2090 
h5otion for Summary Judgment ................................................................................. 2107 
Memorandum in Support of Motion for Summary Judgment ................................... 2113 
Affidavit of Donald F . Carey in Support of Motion for Summary Judgment ........... 2122 
Defendant Sterling Fluid Systems (USA) LLC'S (Improperly Sued as 
..... Sterling Fluid Systems (Peerless Pumps) Motion for Summary Judgment 2134 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
Defendanl Sterling Fluid Systems (USA) LLC'S (Improperly Sued as Sterling 
Fluid Systems (Peerless Pumps) Memormdm in Support of Motion 
for S u m a r y  Judgment .................................................................................. 2 142 
Affidavit of Ben Ritcbie ............................................................................................ 2 16 1 
Joinder of Defendmt Parmount Supply Company in Defendant Sterling 
Fluid Systems (USA( LLC'S Motion for Summary Judgment ....................... 2279(a) 
Plaintiffs Response to Defendmt Bechtel, Inc.'s Motion .for Summary Judgment . 2280 
Joinder in Motions for Summary Judgnlent by Defendmt Ericsson, Inc., 
as Successor in Interest to the Anaconda Wire & Cable Company ................. 2290 
Defendants Crane Co. and Honeywell, Inc.'s Joinder in Sterling Fluid 
System's Motion for Summary Judgment ....................................................... 2295 
Defendants Crane Co. and Honeywell, Ine.'s Joinder in Bechtel's 
Motion for Summary Judgment ....................................................................... 2299 
Defendant Fairbanks Morse Pumps Corporation's Joinder in Defendant 
Bechtel, Inc.'s and Defenant Sterling FluidSystem's (USA) LLC'S 
Motions for Summary Judgment ..................................................................... 230 1 
Defendant Sterling Fluid System's ((USA) LLC'S (Improperly Sued as 
Sterling Fluid Systems (Peerless Pumps) Joinder in Defendant Bechtel, 
........................................................... Inc. 's Motion for Summary Judgment.. 2305 
Defendant Henry Vogt Machine Co.'s Joinder in Defendant Bechtel Inc.'s 
and Defendant Sterling Fluid Systems (USA) LLC'S Motions for 
......................................................................................... Summary Judgment 23 12 
Joinder of Defendant Flowserve Corporation (f/k/a Dureo International, Inc.) 
in Defendant Sterling Fluid System's (USA) LLC'S Motion for 
......................................................................................... Summary Judgment 23 19 
Plaintiffs Objection and Response to Defendant Sterling Fluid System's 
(USA) LLC'S Motion for Summary Judgment ............................................... 2322(a) 
.................................................................... Minute Entry and Order, filed 10/29/07 2323 
T m L E  OF CONTENT 
Plaintifrs Response to Defendant Bechtel, Inc.'s Reply in Further Support of 
Motion for Sumrzry Judgment ....................................................................... 
Defendant Sterling Fluid System's (USA) LLC'S (Improperly Sued as Sterling 
Fluid Systems (Peerless Pumps) Reply Memorandum in Support of 
Motion for Summary Judgment ...... . ... . .. .... .. .. .. . .... . . .. . .. .. . .. .. . ... .. . .. .. . .. . .. .. . .. .. . .. .. 
Supplemenkl Brief in Further Support of Motion for Summary Judgment .............. 
Defendant Paker-Waifin's Joinder in Defendant Sterling Fluid System's 
(USA) LLC'S Improperly Sued as Sterling Fluid Systems (Peerless 
Pumps) Motion for Summary Judgment ..... .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . .. . .. .. . .. . .. . .. .. . .. . .. .. .. .. . .. . ... 
Notice of Joinder (Eaton Electrical Inc., In: (i) Defendant Bechtel, 
Inc.'s Motion for Summary Judgment; and (ii) Defendant Sterling 
Sluid Systems (USA) LLC'S Motion for Summary Judgment ....................... 
Defendant Sterling Fluid System's (USA) LLC's Supplemental Brief 
Re: Condition Precedent Rule ....... . .. .. . ... . .. ... .. .. .. ... ... . .. .. . .. . .. .. .. .. . .. . .. .. .. . .. .. .. . .. . 
Plaintiff's Supplemental Brief Regarding Condition Precedent Rule ....................... 
Memorandum Decision and Order, filed 3/19/08 ...................................................... 
Notiee of Supplernentdl Authority, filed 3/20/08 ..... ... .. .. .. .. . .. .. .. . .. .. . ... . .. .. .. . .. . .. .. .. .. , .. 
Order for Supplemental Briefs Regarding Supplemented Authority, 
filed 3/21/08 .................................................................................................... 
PlaintifFs Response to Defendants' Notice of Supplemental Authority ................... 
Memorandum Decision and Order Granting the Defendants' Motion for 
Summary Judgment, filed 4/9/08 ..................................................................... 
Judgment, filed 4/9/08 ............................................................................................... 
Memorandum of Costs .............................................................................................. 
Plaintiff's Motion for Reconsideration ...................................................................... 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
Defendant Sterling Fluid Systern's (USA) LLC'S Response to Plair~tifPs 
Motion for S m m y  Judgment ...................................................................... 
Plaintips Motion for Reconsideration ...................................................................... 
Defendant Sterling Fluid System's (USA) LLC'S Response to PlaintifPs 
th .................................................... September 19 Motion for Reconsideration 
Memorandum Decision and Order Denying PlaintifPs Motions for 
Reconsideration. filed 10/2/08 ......................................................................... 
............................................................................. Amended Judgment. filed 10/2/08 
............................................................................... Notice of Appeal. filed 10/3 1/08 
Clerk's Certificate of Appeal. filed 1 1/14/08 ............................................................ 
............................... Order Granting Motion to Consolidate Appeals. filed 12/30/08 
Clerk's Certificate ...................................................................................................... 
Certificate of Clerk to Original Exhibits ................................................................... 
Certificate of Service ................................................................................................. 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
I N D E X  
MILDRED CASTOmNA ET AL VS . GEMEUL ELECTRIC CO., ET AL 
DISTMGT COURT CASE NO . CV-06-2474-PI 
Affidavit of Gasey K . McGawey .............................................................................. 
Affidavit of E . Scott Savage ...................................................................................... 
Affidavit of Chstopher G . Burke in Support of Defendants Ingersoll-Rand and 
Westinghouse" Motion for Summary Judgment Against Wrongful 
............................................................................................... Death Plaintiffs 
Affidavit in Support of Plaintiffs' Response to Defendants Ingersoll-Rand and 
Westinghouse's Motion for Summary Judgment Against Wrongful 
Death Plaintiffs Robert Branch. William D . Frasure and John D . Stoor ........ 
Amended Answer and Demand for Jury Trial (ITT Corporation) ............................ 
Amended Order. filed 6/21/08 .................................................................................... 
Answer of Defendant Certaineed Corporation to Plaintiffs' Complaint and 
Jury Demand .................................................................................................... 
........................................................... Answer and Demand for Jury Trial (Garlock) 
Answer of Defendant Union Carbide Corporation to Plaintiffs' Complaint 
and Jury Demand ............................................................................................. 
................................. Answer to Complaint by Defendant Ingersoll-Rand Company 
Answer to Complaint by Defendant CBS/VIACOM/Westinghouse ........................ 
Answer and Demand for Jury Trial (P&H Mining Equipment) ............................... 
................................................ Answer and Demand for Jury Trial (Clever-Brooks) 
Answer and Demand for Jury Trial ITT Industries ................................................... 
INDEX 
h s w e r  to Coniplaint by Defendant Pilkingon North h e r i c a ,  Xnc ........................ 
Answer md Demand for Jury Trial ofaefendiurt Eaton Elctrical Inc . 
(Fomerly h o r n  as ""Cutler.E-lmmer. Inc.") ................................................. 
Answer of Sterling Fluid System" ((USA) LLC Imporperly Sued as 
Sterling Fluid Systems (Peerless Pumps) ........................................................ 
h s w e r  and Demand for JwTrial (Advanced I n d u s ~ a l  Supply) ............................ 
................................................................. Answer of C r o w  Cork & Seal Company 
Answer and Demand for Jury Trial (Fairbaks Morse Pump Corgoration) .............. 
Answer of Metropolilan Life Insurance Company to PlaintiffsTomplaint ............. 
Answer to Plaintiffs' First Amended Complaint and Demand for Jury 
Trial (AIS) ....................................................................................................... 
Answer of Sterling Fluid System's (USA) LLC (Improperly Sued as 
Sterling Fluid (Peerless Pumps) to Plaintiffsmended Complaint ............... 
h s w e r  of Defendant Eaton Electrical. Inc . (formerly h o r n  as "'Gutler.Ham1er. 
Inc.") to First Amended Complaint; Demand for Jwy Trial ........................... 
Answer to Plaintiffs' First Amended Complajnt (Guard.Line. Inc.) ......................... 
Answer of Metropolitan Life Insurance Company to Plaintiffs' Complaint ............. 
........................................... Answer of Defendant H11 Brothers Chemical Company 
............................................... Answer and Demand for Jury Trial (IMO Industries) 
CBSNIACOWWestinghouse's Answer to Plaintiffs' Amended Complaint ........... 
Clerk's Certificate of Appeal. filed 5/2/08 ................................................................ 
.................................................................................................................. Complaint 
............................................................................. Crane Co.'s Answer to Complaint 
INDEX 
Defendmt Kelly-Morse Paint Company. Inc.'s Answer ........................................... 
Defendant Reliance Electric Cornpany Misidentified as Reliance Electric 
.................................................................. Motor's Answer and Jury Demand 
Defendant Hemy Vogt Machine Go.'s Answer to Plaintiffs' Complaint .................. 
Defendant FLVC Corporation" (Improperly Sued as FMC Corporation (Hamer) 
Answer to Plaintiffs' Complaint ...................................................................... 
Defendant Warren Pumps. Inc.'s Answer to Plaintiff's' Complaint .......................... 
Defendant Rockwell Automation. Inc.'s Answer and Jury Demand ........................ 
Defendant Shepard Niles. Inc.'s Answer to Plaintiffs' Complaint ............................ 
Defendant A . W . Chesterson Company's Answer to Plaintiffs' Complaint ............. 
Deferrdant Nibco. Inc.'s Answer to Complaint and Demand for Jury Trial .............. 
Defendant Steel West's Answer and Demand for Jury Trial .................................... 
Defendant Babbit S t e m  Specialty Co.'s Answer and Jury Demand ........................ 
Defendant Alaskan Copper Works/ALCO Investment Company's Answer ............ 
Defendant Square D Company's Answer .................................................................. 
................... Defendant Bullough Abatement Inc.'s Answer to Plaintiffs' Complaint 
............................................................................................. Defendant Oi's Answer 
Defendant Henry Vogt Machine Co.'s Answer to Plaintiffs' Amended Complaint . 
Defendant Warren Pumps. Inc.'s Answer to Plaintiffs' Amended Complaint .......... 
Defendant Nibco. Inc.'s Answer to Plaintiffs' First Amended Complaint ............... 
Defendant FMC Corporation's (Improperly Sued as FMC Corporation (Hamer) 
..................................................... Answer to Plaintiffs' Amended Complaint 
Defendant Garlock. Inc.'s Answer to Plaintiffs' Amended Complaint ..................... 
INDEX . 15- 
Defendants Anchor Packing Company's Answer to Plaintiffs' Amended 
Cornplaint ........................................................................................................ 
Defendant Hill Brothers Chemical Company's h s w r  to Plaintiffs' 
First Amended Complaint ......................................................................................... 
Defendmt Fairbanks Morse Pump Corporation's Answer to Plaintiffs" 
........................................................................................ Amended Complaint 
Defendant G r o w  Cork & Seal Company, Inc.'s Answer to Plaintiffs' 
........................................................................................ Amended Complaint 
Defendant Bullough Abatement Inc.'s Amended Answer to Plaintiffs' 
Complaint ........................................................................................................ 
Defendants Ingersoll-Rand and Westinghouse's Motion for Summary 
Judgment Against Wrongful Death Plaintiffs Stoor, Branch and Frasure ...... 
Defendants Ingersoll-Rand and Westinghouse's Statement of Undisputed 
Facts in Support of Motion for Summary Judgment Against Stoor ................ 
Defendants Ingersoll-Rand and Westinghouse's Statement of Undisputed 
Facts in Support of Motion for Summary Judgment Against Branch ............. 
Defendants Ingersoll-Rand and Westinghouse's Statement of Undisputed 
Facts in Support of Motion for Summary Judgment Against Frasure ............. 
Defendants Ingersoll-Rand and Westinghouse's Memorandum in Support 
of Motion for Summary Judgment Against Wrongful Death Plaintiffs 
............................................................................... Stoor, Branch and Frasure 
Defendant Sterling Fluid Systems (USA), LLC's Improperly Sued as 
Sterling Fluid Systems (Peerless Pumps) Joinder in Defendant 
Ingersoll-Rand's and Defendant Westinghouse's Motions for 
......................................................................................... Summary Judgment 
Defendant Sterling Fluid Systems (USA), LLC's Improperly Sued as Sterling 
Fluid Systems (Peerless Pumps) Motion for Reconsideration ........................ 
Defendant Sterling Fluid Systems (USA) LLC's Memorandum in Support 
of Motion for Reconsideration ........................................................................ 
Defendants Ingersoll-Rand and Westinghouse's Motion for Permissive Appeal 
Pursuant to Idaho Appellate Rule 12(e) .......................................................... 
Defendants Ingersoll-Rand and Westinghouse's Memorandum in Support of Their 
Motion for Permissive Appeal Pursuant to Idaho Appellate Rule 12(b). ....... 
INDEX - 16- 
DefendaMs' Joinder in Dsfend&s Westinghouse's and Ingersoll- 
Rand's Motion for Permissive Appeal ........................................................... 
Defendants Engersoll-Rand and Westinghouse's Joinder in Defendant's 
Sterling Fluid Systems (USA). LLG. Wmen Pumps. Inc.'s 
and Henry Vogt Machine Co.'s Motion for Reconsideration ......................... 
Defendants Ingersoll-Rmd and westing house"^ Reply in Supporl: oftheir 
Motion for Permissive Appeal Pursuan.t to Idaho Appellate 
........................................................................................................ Rule 12(b) 
Defendant Sterling Fluid Systems (USA) LLC's Reply in Support of 
........................................................................ of Motion for Reconsideration 
....................................................... Defendant Nibco. Inc.3 Memorandum of Costs 
......................................................................................... First Amended Complaint 
................................................................... Honeywell. Inc.'s Answer to Complaint 
Honeywell. Inc.'s Answer to Plaintiffs' First Amended Complaint ......................... 
Ingersoll-Rand Company's Answer to Plaintiffs' Amended Complaint ................... 
.................................................. Ingersoll-Rand Company's Memorandum of Costs 
Judgment. filed 4/23/08 ............................................................................................. 
............................................................................................. Judgment. filed 611 9/08 
Memorandum Decision and Order. filed 5/18/07 ...................................................... 
Memorandum Decision and Order. filed 1/28/08 ...................................................... 
Memorandum Decision and Order. filed 3/18/08 ..................................................... 
Motion for Expedited Hearing on Defendants Ingersoll-Rand and 
Westinghouse's Motion for Permissive Appeal Pursuant to 
............................................................................. Idaho Appellate Rule 12(b) 
................................................................................. Notice of Appeal. filed 4/21/08 
INDEX 
Order of Dismissal of Defendant Pilkington North America, Inc. .. ..... . . ... . . .. .. .. ..... . .. 
Order of Dismissal of Defendant Union Carbide Corporation .................................. 
Order Grating Expedited Hearing on Dekiidaurt Illgersoll-Rand and 
Westinghouse's Motion for Permissive Appeal Pursuant to 
IRA 12(b), filed 2/14/08 .................................................................................. 
Order h e n d i n g  Title, filed 5/7/08 ...... . . .. .. . .. .. .. .. .. .. ... .. .. ... .. ... . .. . . .. . . .. .. . .. . .. .. . .. . .. .. .. . .. . 
Order Conditionally Consolidating Appeals, filed 6/24/08 ........ ............................... 
Order, filed 6/24/08 ................................................................................................... 
Order Grmting Motion to Dismiss Respondent Nibco, 1nc.s Amended 
Title in this Appeal, filed 7/2/08 ...................................................................... 
Order Granting Motion for Delegation of Jurisdiction to the 
District Court, filed 7/2/08 ............................................................ .................. 
Order Dismissing Respondent Guard-Line Inc. and Amending Title, filed 9/4/08 .. 
Order Granting Motions to Dismiss Respondent(s) and Amending 
Title, filed 10/20/08 .. . ... . . ... . . ... .. ... .. .. . .. .... .. .. .. ... .. .. .. .. .. ... . .. . .. .. . .. .. . .. . .. .. . .. .. . ... .. . .. 
Plaintiffs' Response to Defendants Ingersoll-Rand and Westinghouse's 
Motion for Summary Judgment against Wrongful Death Plaintiffs 
Stoor, Branch and Frasure ...... .. ... ... .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ... .. .. .. .. . .. .. . .. . .. .. . . ... . .. .. ... .... .. 
Plaintiffs' Response to Defendant Sterling Fluid Systems (USA) 
LLC's Motion for Reconsideration .... .. .. ... .. . ... ... . .. ... .. .. .. .. . .. .. . .. . .. .. ... .. . .. .. .. .... .. 
Plaintiffs' Response in Opposition to Defendants Ingersoll-Rand and 
Westinghouse's Motion for Permissive Appeal ..... ... .. .. .. . .. . .. . ... . .. . .. .. . .. .. .. .... . .. 
Register of Actions ... ................................................................................................. 
Reply Brief of Defendants Ingersoll-Rand and Westinghouse's in Support of 
Motion for Summary Judgment Against Wrongful Death Plaintiffs 
Robert Branch, William D. Frasure and John D. Stoor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
INDEX 
Respondents' Ingersoll-Rmd and Westinghouse? Request for Additional 
Reporler's Transcript md Clerk's Record ......... .............................................. 1706 
Union Pacific Railroad Company's Answer and Reliance upon Plaintiffs' 
upon Plaintiffs' Jury Demand .......................................................................... 489 
Union Pacific Railroad Compmy's Answer to First Amended Complaint 
and Reliance upon Plaintiffs' Jury Demand .................................................... 93 8 
Westinghouse Motion of Costs .................................................................................. 1659 
JOHN D. ADAMSON VS. FMC CORPORTION, ET AL 
DISTRICT COURT CASE NO: GV-2006-3166-OC 
Affidavit of Donald I;. Carey in Support of Motion for Summary Judgment ........... 
Affidavit of Ben Ritchie ............................................................................................ 
Amended Judgment, filed 10/2/08 ............................................................................. 
Answer of Rupert Iron Works, Inc. ........................................................................... 
Answer of Defenant Sterling Fluid Systems (USA), LLG (Improperly Sued 
as Sterling Fluid Systems (Peerless P u p s )  .................................................... 
Answer and Demand for Jury Trial of Defendant Eaton Electrical, Inc. 
(formerly known as "Cutler" Harnmer, Inc.") ...................................... ........... 
Answer and Jury Demand (Reliance Electric Motors) .............................................. 
Answer and Jury Demand (Advanced Industrial Supply, Inc. f/Wa Pocatello 
Supply Inc. (hereinafter "AIS") ......................................................................... 
INDEX 
Answer and Demmd for Jury Trial of P & W Mining Equipment. Inc . 
f/Wa Harnischfeger Corporation (incorrectly n m e d  as P & H Cranes) .......... 
Answer of Defendant Flowserve Corporation ( fMa Durco 
International. Inc.) ........................................................................................... 
Answer of Defendmt Eucsson. Inc . as Successor in Interest to the Anaconda 
Wire and Cable Company .................................................................................. 
Answer of Defendant Bechtel. Inc ............................................................................ 
Answer and Demand for Jury Trial ( F a i r b d s  Morse Pump Corporation) .............. 
Answer of Defendant Henry Vogt Machine. Co ....................................................... 
Certificate of Clerk to Original Exhibits ................................................................... 
................................................................................................. Certificate of Service 
Clerk's Certificate of Appeal. filed 1 1/14/08 ............................................................ 
...................................................................................................... Clerk' s Certificate 
.................................................................................................................. Complaint 
Crane Go.'s Answer to Complaint ............................................................................. 
Defendant Square I3 . Company's Answer ................................................................. 
Defendant American Optical Corporation's Answer and Jury Demand ................... 
Defendant Alaskan Copper WorkslALCO Investment Company's Answer ............ 
Defendant Gould Electronics. Inc.'s Answer and Jury Trial ..................................... 
Defendant Johnston Pump Company's Answer and Jury Demand ........................... 
Defendant Sterling Fluid Systems (USA) LLC's (Improperly Sued as Sterling 
Fluid Systems (Peerless Pumps) Motion for Summary Judgment .................. 
INDEX 
Defendmt Sterling Fluid Systems (USA) LLC's (Improperly Sued as Sterling 
Fluid Systems (Peerless Pmps)  Memorandum in Support of Motion 
for S u m a y  Judgment ..................................................................................... 2142 
Defendant Crane Co. and Honeywell, Inc.'s Joinder in Sterling Fluid 
System's Motion for S m m a ~ y  Judgment ....................................................... 2295 
Defendant Crane Co. and Honeywell, Inc.'s Joinder in Bechtel's Motion 
For Summxy Judgment ................................................................................... 2299 
Defendant Fairbanks Morse Punip Cosporations' Joinder in Defendant 
Bechtel, Inc.3 and Defendant Sterling Fluid System's (USA) 
LL,C's Motions for Smmary Judgment.. ........................................................ 230 1 
Defendant Sterling Fluid Systems (USA) LLC's (Improperly Sued as 
Sterling Fluid Systems (Peerless p u p s )  Joinder in Defendant 
Bechtel, Ine.'s Motion for S m a r y  Judgment .............................................. 2305 
Defendant Henry Vogt Machine Co.3 Joinder in Defendant Bechtel, 
Inc.'s and Defendant Sterling Fluid Systems (USA) LLC's 
Motions for S w a y  Judgment ..................................................................... 2312 
Defendant Sterling Fluid Systems (USA) LLC's (Improperly Sued as 
Sterling Fluid Systems (Peerless P u p s )  Reply Memorandum 
in Support of Motion for Summary Judgment ................................................. 2337 
Defendant Ptulker-Hannifin's Joinder in Defendant Sterling Fluid Systems 
(USA) LLC's Irnproperly Sued as Sterling Fluid Systems 
(Peerless Purnps) Motion for Summary Judgments ........................................ 2365 
Defendant Sterling LFluid Systems (USA) LLC's Supplemental Brief 
Regarding: Condition Precedent Rule ............................................................ 2379 
Defendant Sterling Fluid Systems (USA) LLC's Response to Plaintiffs 
Motion for Reconsideration ............................................................................. 2526 
Defendant Sterling Fluid Systems (USA) LLC's Response to Plaintiffs 
th September 19 Motion for Reconsideration.. .................................................. 2555 
Honeywell, Inc.'s Answer to Complaint ................................................................... 2090 
INDEX 
Joinder of Defendant Pasamount Supply Compmy in Defendant Sterling 
........................ Fluid Systems (USA) LLC's Motion fbr S ary Judgment 
Joinder in Motions for S u m a r y  Judgment by Defendmt Ericason. Inc . 
as Successor in Interest to the Anaconda Wire and Cable Company .............. 
Joinder of Defendant Flowsewe Corporation (&a) Durco International. Inc.) 
in Defendant Sterling Fluid Systems (USA) LLC's Motion for 
......................................................................................... Smw Judgment 
Jndgmene. filed 4/9/08 ............................................................................................... 
................................... Melnorandum in Support of Motion for S m a r y  Judment 
Memorandum Decision and Order. filed 31' 9/08 ...................................................... 
Memorandum Decision and Order Granting Defendants' Motions for 
Reconsideration. filed 1 012108 ......................................................................... 
Memorandum Decision and Order Denying Plaintips Motions for 
......................................................................... Reconsideration. filed 10/2/08 
Memorandum of Costs .............................................................................................. 
Motion for S u m a w  Judgment ...............................................................................*. 
Minute Entry and Order. filed 10/29/07 .................................................................... 
Notice of Joinder by Eatons Electrical Inc . In: (i) Defendant Bethtel. Inc.'s 
Motion for Summary Judgment and. (ii) Defendant Sterling Fluid 
Systems (USA) LLC's Motion for Summary Judgment ................................. 
Notice of Supplemental Authority. filed 3/20/08 ...................................................... 
............................................................................... Notice of Appeal. filed 1013 1108 
Order for Supplemental Briefs Regarding Suplemented Authority. filed 3/2 1 /08 .... 
Order Granting Motion to Consolidate Appeals. filed 12/30/08 ............................... 
INDEX 
Parker.H;unnifi n Corporation's Answer to Plaintifrs Complaint and 
Rcquesr for Jury Trial ...................................................................................... 
PlaintifFs Response to Defendw Bechtel. Inc.'s Motion for 
......................................................................................... S u m a r y  Judgment 
................... PlaintifT's Supplementd Brief Reg~ding  Ilefendants' Precedent Rule 
Plaintiffs Response to Defendanl's Notice of Supplemenla1 Aulhority ................... 
PlaintifPs Motion for Reconsideration ...................................................................... 
...................................................................... Plaintiff's Motion for Reconsideration 
PlaintifT's Objection and Response to Defendant Sterling Fluid Systems 
(USA) LLG7s Motion for S u m a r y  Judgment ................................................ 
Register of Actions .................................................................................................... 
Supplemental Brief in Further Support of Motion for Summary Judgment .............. 
INDEX 
Date 9/9/2008 97 dicial District Court - Bannock Coun Si+wdF&' User. DCANO 
Time 01:06 PM V~SZ ROA Report 
Page 1 of 62 Case: CV-2006-0002474-PI Current Judge: Peter D. McDermott 
Mildred Castorena, etal, vs. General Electric, etal. 













































Supreme Court Appeal; cr Peter D. McDermott 
New Case Filed-Personal Injury Peter D. McDermott 
Summons Issued Peter D, McDermott 
Filing: A1 - Civil Complaint, More Than $1000 No Peter D. McDermott 
Prior Appearance Paid by: Petersen, Parkinson 
& Arnold Receipt number: 0020431 Dated: 
6/2/2006 Amount: $82.00 (Check) 
Plaintiff: The Estate Of Ted Castorena Attorney Peter D. McDermott 
Retained James C Arnold 
Plaintiff: The Estate Of John D. Stoor Attorney Peter D. McDermott 
Retained James C Arnold 
Plaintiff: Stoor, Alene Attorney Retained James C Peter D. McDermott 
Arnold 
Plaintiff: Castorena, Mildred Attorney Retained Peter D. McDermott 
James C Arnold 
Plaintiff: The Estate Of Robert Branch Jr. Attorney Peter D. McDermott 
Retained James C Arnold 
Plaintiff: Branch, Stephanie Attorney Retained Peter D. McDermott 
James C Arnold 
Plaintiff: Hronek, Robert L Attorney Retained Peter D. McDermott 
James C Arnold 
Plaintiff: The Estate Of William D Frasure Peter D. McDermott 
Attorney Retained James C Arnold 
Plaintiff: Day, Norman L Attorney Retained James Peter D. McDermott 
C Arnold 
Plaintiff: Kisling, Marlene Attorney Retained Peter D. McDermott 
James C Arnold 
Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Peter D. McDermott 
$1000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: Merrill & 
Merrill Receipt number: 0026626 Dated: 
7/14/2006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
Notice Of Appearance; aty Tom Lyons for Peter D. McDermott 
Owens Illinois, Inc. 
Defendant: Owens-Illinois Inc Attorney Retained Peter D. McDermott 
Thomas J Lyons 
Notice Of Appearance Peter D. McDermott 
Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Peter D. McDermott 
$1 000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: racine 
olson nye Receipt number: 0027514 Dated: 
7/20/2006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
Notice of service; first set of discovery; at;y Peter D. McDermott 
Marc Nye 
Notice Of Appearance; aty Marc Nye Peter D. McDermott 
Defendant: Advanced Industrial Supply Inc Peter D. McDermott 
Attorney Retained W. Marcus W. Nye 
NOAP CAMILLE Notice Of Appearance 
&s" 
Peter D. McDermott 
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Date Code User Judge 
MARLEA Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than 
$1 000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: maquire 
and kress Receipt number: 002771 8 Dated: 
7/21/2006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 




CAM I LLE Notice Of Appearance; aty David Maguire for 
Def. 
Peter D. McDermott 
CAMILLE Defendant: A.W. Chesterton Company Attorney 
Retained David H Maguire 
Peter D. McDermott 
CAM I LLE 
ELLA 
Notice Of Appearance Peter D. McDermott 
Peter D, McDermott Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than 
$1 000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: Blaser, 
Sorensen & Oleson Receipt number: 0027895 
Dated: 7/24/2006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
NOAP CAM I LLE Notice Of Appearance; aty Jim sorensen for 
Steel West 
Peter D. McDermott 
ATTR CAMILLE Defendant: Steel West Inc Attorney Retained 
Murray J Sorensen 
Peter D. McDermott 
Notice Of Appearance Peter D. McDermott 




CAMILLE Answer and Demand for Jury Trial; aty 
Christopher Graham for Def. 










Peter D. McDermott 
Peter D. McDermott 
Peter D. McDermott 
Peter D. McDermott 
Peter D. McDermott 
Motion for limited Admission for Mary Price Birk 
Motion for limited Admission for Ronald Hellbusch 
Demand For Jury Trial 
Answer of Def Certainteed Corporation to plntfs 
complaint and Jury Demand; aty Wade 
Woodard for Certainteed Corp 
CAMILLE 
CAMILLE 
Motion for limited admission; aty Tom Lyons Peter D. McDermott 
Peter D. McDermott 
MOTN 
ORDR Order granting motion for limited admission for 
Mary Price Birk J Mcdermott 8-1 -06 
Filing: I I A  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than 
$1 000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: Brassey, 
Wetherell Receipt number: 0028547 Dated: 
7/27/2006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
Peter D. McDermott ELLA 
ELLA Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than 
$1000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: Maguire & 
Kress Receipt number: 0028741 Dated: 
7/28/2006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than 
$1000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: baker and 
hostetler Receipt number: 0028782 Dated: 
7/31/2006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
Peter D. McDermott 
MARLEA Peter D. McDermott 
Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than 
$1 000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: baker and 
hostetler Receipt number: 0028783 Dated: 
7/31/2006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
26 
Peter D. McDermott MARLEA 
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Time: 01:06 PM 
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Case: CV-2006-0002474-PI Current Judge: Peter D. McDermott 
Mildred Castorena, etal. vs. General Eledric, etal. 
User: DCANO 
Date Code User Judge 
Answer of Def Union Carbride Corporation to Peter D. McDermott 
plntfs complaint and Jury Demand: aty Wade 
Woodard 
Defendant: Union Carbide Corporation Attorney Peter D. McDermott 
Retained Wade L. Woodard 
Notice Of Appearance Peter D. McDermott 
Defendant: Certainteed Corporation Attorney Peter D. McDermott 
Retained Wade L. Woodard 
Notice Of Appearance Peter D. McDermott 
Filing: I I A  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Peter D. McDermott 
$1 000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: Bruce 
Larson Receipt number: 0028914 Dated: 
7/31/2006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Peter D. McDermott 
$1 000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: Bruce 
Larson Receipt number: 002891 7 Dated: 
7/31/2006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
Defendant: General Electric Attorney Retained Peter D. McDermott 
David H Maguire 
Notice Of Appearance Peter D. McDermott 
Defendant: Garlock Incorporated Attorney Peter D. McDermott 
Retained Christopher P. Graham 
Notice Of Appearance Peter D. McDermott 
Notice of Appearance Def ITT Industries, Inc. Peter D. McDermott 
Defendant: P & H Cranes Attorney Retained A Peter D. McDermott 
Bruce Larson 
Notice Of Appearance; aty Bruce Larson for P & Peter D. McDermott 
H Cranes 
Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Peter D. McDermott 
$1 000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: A. Bruce 
Larson Receipt number: 0030067 Dated: 
8/7/2006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Peter D. McDermott 
$1 000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: brassey, 
wetherell Receipt number: 0030446 Dated: 
8/9/2006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
Answer FILED, atty for Def Anchor Packing Peter D. McDermott 
Copany 
Demand For Jury Trial Peter D. McDermott 
Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Peter D. McDermott 
$1 000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: charles 
johnson Receipt number: 0031 132 Dated: 
8/14/2006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
Defendant: Anchor Packing Company Attorney Peter D. McDermott 
Retained Christopher P. Graham 
Notice Of Appearance Peter D. McDermott 
cZ7 
7/31 12006 ANSW CAMILLE 
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Page 4 of 62 Case: CV-2006-0002474-PI Current Judge: Peter D. McDermott 
Mildred Castorena, etal. vs. General Electric, etal. 
Date Code User 
CAMILLE 
Judge 
Defendant: Crown Cork & Seal Company, Inc. Peter D. McDermott 
Attorney Retained L Charles Johnson 
AITR 
NOAP Notice Of Appearance; Notice of Appearance of Peter D. McDermott 
Crown Cork & Seal Company: aty Charles 
Johnson 
CAMILLE 
MARLEA Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Peter D. McDermott 
$1 000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: cooper and 
larsen Receipt number: 0031745 Dated: 
8/17/2006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Peter D. McDermott 
$1 000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: cooper and 
larsen Receipt number: 0031 746 Dated: 
8/17/2006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
MARLEA 
ATTR CAMILLE Defendant: Zurn Industries Inc Attorney Retained Peter D. McDermott 
Gary L Cooper 
Notice Of Appearance Peter D. McDermott NOAP 
ATTR 
CAMILLE 
CAMILLE Defendant: Paramount Supply Company Attorney Peter D. McDermott 
Retained Gary L Cooper 
CAMILLE 
ELLA 
Notice Of Appearance Peter D. McDermott NOAP 
Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Peter D. McDermott 
$1000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: Greener 
Banducci Shoemaker Receipt number: 0031985 
Dated: 8/21/2006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Peter D. McDermott 
$1 000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: Greener 
Banducci Shoemaker Receipt number: 0031988 
Dated: 8/21/2006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
ELLA 
Answer to complaint by def CGBS VIA COm Peter D. McDermott 




CAM I LLE 
LINDA 
Answer to complaint by def Ingersoll-Rand Peter D. McDermott 
Company; aty Christopher Burke 
Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Peter D. McDermott 
$1 000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: Maguire & 
Kress Receipt number: 00321 72 Dated: 
8/22/2006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 





CAMILLE Defendant: Guard-Line Inc Attorney Retained Peter D. McDermott 
David H Maguire 
Notice Of Appearance Peter D. McDermott CAMILLE 
CAMILLE 
NOAP 
ORDR Order allowing limited admission; aty Tom Lyons Peter D. McDermott 
for Woens Illinois; J Mcdermott 
Order granting motion for limited admission for Peter D. McDermott 




Order granting motion for limited admission for Peter D. McDermott 
Mary Price Birk; J Mcdermott 8-1-06 
ORDR 
Order allowing limited Admission; aty Tom Lyons Peter D. McDermott 
4 9  
ORDR 
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Mildred Castorena, etal. us. General Electric, etal. 
User: DCANO 
Date Code User Judge 
Order granting motion for limited admission for Peter D. McDermott 
Ronald Hellbusch; J Mcdermott 8-1-06 
8/23/2 006 ORDR CAM I LLE 
ATTR CAMILLE Defendant: Ingersoll-Rand Company Attorney Peter D. McDermott 
Retained Christopher C Burke 
NOAP 
8/29/2006 ATTR 
CAM I LLE 
CAM I LLE 
Notice Of Appearance Peter D. McDermott 
Defendant: Cleaver-Brooks Attorney Retained A Peter D. McDermott 
Bruce Larson 
CAMILLE 
CAM I LLE 
Notice Of Appearance Peter D. McDermott NOAP 






Demand For Jury Trial Peter D. McDermott 
Defendant: ITT Industries Inc Attorney Retained A Peter D. McDermott 
Bruce Larson 
Notice Of Appearance Peter D. McDermott NOAP 
ANSW 
CAMILLE 
CAMILLE Answer filed and demand for jury trial ; aty Bruce Peter D. McDermott 





Demand For Jury Trial Peter D. McDermott 
Answer filed and demand for jury trial; aty Bruce Peter D. McDermott 
Larson (P&H Mining Equipment, Inc) 
Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Peter D. McDermott 
$1 000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: Hopkins 
Roden Crockett Receipt number: 0033406 





CAMILLE Def Kelly Moore paint company in's Answer; aty Peter D. McDermott 
Steven Brown 
Defendant: Kelly-Moore Paint Company Inc Peter D. McDermott 
Attorney Retained Steven K Brown 
CAM I LLE 
Notice Of Appearance Peter D. McDermott CAMILLE 
MARLEA Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Peter D. McDermott 
$1 000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: moffatt 
thomas Receipt number: 0033572 Dated: 
8/31/2006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Peter D. McDermott 
$1 000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: moffatt 
thomas Receipt number: 0033573 Dated: 
8/31/2006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
MARLEA 
Def Rockwell Automation, Inc's Answer and Jury Peter D. McDermott 
Demand; aty Don Carey for Def. 





CAMILLE Def Warren Pumps, Inc's Answer to plntfs Peter D. McDermott 
complaint; aty GaryDance for Defs Warren 
Pumps, and Henry Vopgt Machine 
Def FMCCorporation Improperly Sued as FMC Peter D. McDermott 
Corporation (Hamer) Answer to plntf Complaint; 
aty Lee Radford 
ANSW CAMILLE 
ANSW CAMILLE Def Henry Vogt Machine Co Answer to Plntfs Peter D. McDermott 
2-7 
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Date Code 















CAMILLE Def Reliance Electric Company Misidentified as Peter D. McDermott 
reliance electric motors Answer and Jury 
Demand; aty Donald Carey for Reliance Electric 
Company 
CAMILLE Demand For Jury Trial Peter D. McDermott 
MARLEA Filing: I I A  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Peter D. McDermott 
$1 000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: moffatt 
thomas Receipt number: 0033636 Dated: 
9/1/2006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
MARLEA Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Peter D. McDermott 
$1000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: quane 
smith Receipt number: 0033903 Dated: 9/1/2006 
Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
MARLEA Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Peter D. McDermott 
$1000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: quane 
smith Receipt number: 0033904 Dated: 9/1/2006 
Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
ELLA Miscellaneous Payment: Copies Paid by: Howard Peter D. McDermott 
Burnett Receipt number: 0033980 Dated: 
9/5/2006 Amount: $54.00 (Check) 
ELLA Miscellaneous Payment: Copies Paid by: Hawley Peter D. McDermott 
Troxell Ennis Receipt number: 0033994 Dated: 
9/5/2006 Amount: $68.00 (Check) 
CAM I LLE Defendant: Rockwell Automation Inc Attorney Peter D. McDermott 
Retained Donald F Carey 
CAMILLE Notice Of Appearance Peter D. McDermott 
CAMILLE Defendant: Henry Vogt Machine Co Attorney Peter D. McDermott 
Retained Gary T Dance 
CAMILLE Notice Of Appearance Peter D. McDermott 
ELLA Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Peter D. McDermott 
$1000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: Greener 
Banducci Receipt number: 0034005 Dated: 
9/5/2006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
CAMILLE Defendant: Warren Pumps Inc Attorney Retained Peter D. McDermott 
Gary T Dance 
CAMILLE Notice Of Appearance Peter D. McDermott 
CAMILLE Defendant: FMC Corporation Attorney Retained Peter D. McDermott 
Lee Radford 
CAMILLE Notice Of Appearance Peter D. McDermott 
CAMILLE Defendant: Reliance Electric Motors Attorney Peter D. McDermott 
Retained Donald F Carey 
CAMILLE Notice Of Appearance Peter D. McDermott 
CAMILLE Answer to complaint by Def Pilkington North Peter D. McDermott 
America, Inc. aty Christopher Burke for 
Pilkington North America, Inc. 
CAMILLE Defendant: Pilkington North America, Inc. Peter D. McDermott 
Attorney Retained Christopher C Burke 
3 0  
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Notice Of Appearance Peter D. McDermott 
pintfs Notice of service of discovery; aty James Peter D. McDermott 
Arnold for plntfs 
Filing: I I A  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Peter D. McDermott 
$1 000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: Berman & 
Savage Receipt number: 0034754 Dated: 
9/8/2006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Peter D. McDermott 
$1000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: Hawley 
Troxell Eniss Receipt number: 0034862 Dated: 
9/8/2006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
Answer and Demand for Jury Trial of Def. EAton Peter D. McDermott 
Electrical Inc. Formerly Knonw as Cutler Hammer 
Inc. aty Howard Burnett for Def. 
Motion for limited admission; aty Kent Hansen , Peter D. McDermott 
Scott Savage, Casey McGarvey for Def. UPRR 
Affidavit of Scott Savage; Peter D. McDermott 
Affidavit of Casey K McGarvey Peter D. McDermott 
UPRR Companys Answer and Reliance Upon Peter D. McDermott 
plntfs Jury Demand; aty Kent Hansen, Scott 
Savage, Casey McGarvey for UPRR 
Defendant: Cutler Hammer Inc Attorney Retained Peter D. McDermott 
Howard D Burnett 
Notice Of Appearance Peter D. McDermott 
Defendant: Union Pacific Railroad Attorney Peter D. McDermott 
Retained Kent W Hansen 
Notice Of Appearance Peter D. McDermott 
Order for Llmited Admission; J Mcdermott Peter D. McDermott 
9-1 1-06 
Filing: I l A  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Peter D. McDermott 
$1 000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: Hopkins 
Roden Crockett Receipt number: 0035532 
Dated: 9/14/2006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
Defendant: Alaskan Copper Works Attorney Peter D. McDermott 
Retained Steven K Brown 
Notice Of Appearance Peter D. McDermott 
Filing: I IB  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Peter D. McDermott 
$1000 With Prior Appearance Paid by: Maguire 
& Kress Receipt number: 0035757 Dated: 
9/15/2006 Amount: $14.00 (Check) 
Filing: I1 B - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Peter D. McDermott 
$1000 With Prior Appearance Paid by: Maguire 
& Kress Receipt number: 0035758 Dated: 
9/15/2006 Amount: $14.00 (Check) 
Def Shepard Niles, Inc's to Plntfs Complaint; Peter D. McDermott 
aty David Maguire for Defs. 
3/ 
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Defs A.W. Chesterson companys Answer to Peter D. McDermott 
plntfs complaint; aty DIMaguire 
UPRR companys Amended Answer and Reliance Peter D. McDermott 
upon plntfs Jury Demand; aty Kent Hansen for 
Def. 
Demand For Jury Trial Peter D. McDermott: 
Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Peter D. McDermott 
$1000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: Donald J 
Farley Receipt number: 0036026 Dated: 
9/18/2006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
Answer (Defs NNICO, Inc's Answer to complaint Peter D. McDermott 
and Demand for Jury Trial; tay DonFArley for 
Def. 
Demand For Jury Trial Peter D. McDermott 
Defendant: NIBCO Inc Attorney Retained Donald Peter D. McDermott 
J Farley 
Notice Of Appearance Peter D. McDermott 
Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Peter D. McDermott 
$1000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: moore and 
baskin Receipt number: 0036845 Dated: 
9/22/2006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
Notice Of Appearance; aty Steven Kraft for def Peter D. McDermott 
Hill Borhters Chemical Company; 
Defendant: Hill Brothers Attorney Retained Peter D. McDermott 
Steven R Kraft 
Notice Of Appearance Peter D. McDermott 
Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Peter D. McDermott 
$1000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: Moffatt 
Thomas Barrett Rock Receipt number: 0036978 
Dated: 9/22/2006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
Answer of sterling fluid systems LLC : aty Lee Peter D. McDermott 
Radford for Def. 
Notice of service of Def lngersoll Rands first set Peter D. McDermott 
of lnterrog and req for production of documents; 
aty Christopher Burke for Def lngersoll Rand 
company 
Defendant: Sterling Fluid System (Peerless Peter D. McDermott 
Pumps) Attorney Retained Lee Radford 
Notice Of Appearance Peter D. McDermott 
Notice of service of def Pilkingtons first set of Peter D. McDermott 
Interrog. and req for production of documents; 
at;y Christopher Burke for Def. 
Answer and demand for Jury Trial ; at;y Brian Peter D. McDermott 
Harper for Def Guard Line, Inc. 
Substitution Of Counsel; aty Brian Harper for Peter D. McDermott 
Def. 32- 
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MEMO CAMILLE Def Steel West, Inc's Memorandum in support of Peter D. McDermott 
motion for summary judgment, aty Don Carey 
for Def. Steel West 
ANSW 
DFJT 
CAMILLE Def Steel Wests Answer and Demand for Jury Peter D. McDermott 
Trial ;; aty Jim Sorensen for Def STeel West 
CAMILLE Demand For Jury Trial Peter D. McDermott 
ELLA Filing: i l A  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Peter D. McDermott 
$1 000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: Perkins 
Coie Receipt number: 0039044 Dated: 
101612006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
ATTR CAMILLE Defendant: Crane Co Attorney Retained Kellly A. Peter D. McDermott 
Cameron 
CAMILLE Notice Of Appearance Peter D. McDermott NOAP 
ANSW CAMILLE Answer filed;; aty Kelly Cameron for Def Crane Peter D. McDermott 
Co. 
CAMILLE Notice of service -Defs 1st set of Interrog. aty Peter D. McDermott 
Don Farley for Def. NlBCO Inc. 
NOTC 
CAM I LLE Def Steel Wests notice of service - aty Jim Peter D. McDermott 
Sorensen 
MARLEA Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Peter D. McDermott 
$1000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: racine 
olson nye Receipt number: 0041 074 Dated: 
1011 9l2006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
NOTC 
CAMILLE Notice Of Appearance; aty John Bailey for Gould Peter D. McDermott 
Incorporated and Gould Pumps Trading Corp;/ 
NOAP 
CAMILLE Defendant: Gould Incorporated Attorney Retained Peter D. McDermott 
John A Bailey Jr 
ATTR 
CAMILLE Notice Of Appearance Peter D. McDermott NOAP 
ATTR CAMILLE Defendant: Goulds Pumps Trading Corp Attorney Peter D. McDermott 
Retained John A Bailey Jr 
NOAP 
ANSW 
CAMILLE Notice Of Appearance Peter D. McDermott 
CAMILLE Answer and Demand for Jury Trial; aty Marc Peter D. McDermott 
NY e 
CAMILLE Demand For Jury Trial Peter D. McDermott DFJT 
ST1 P CAMILLE Stipulation for dismissal w l  prej of def Pilkington Peter D. McDermott 
North America, Inc. aty Christopher Burke for 
Def Pilkington North America, Inc. 
CAMILLE Demand For Jury Trial Peter D. McDermott DFJT 
LINDA Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Peter D. McDermott 
$1 000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: Quane 
Smith LLP Receipt number: 004231 8 Dated: 
1013012006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
CAMILLE Def Babbit Steam Specialty Co's Answer and Jury Peter D. McDermott 
Demand; aty Don Carey 
ANSW 
MOTN CAMILLE Motion for limited Admission for Ronald Peter D. McDermott 
Hellbusch; 39 
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MOTN 
ANSW 
CAM I LLE 
CAM I LLE 
Motion for limited admission for Mary Price Birk; Peter D. McDermott 
Answer of Crown Cork and Seal Company, Inc 
aty C/ Johnson 
Peter D. McDermott 
ATTR CAMILLE Defendant: Babitt Steam Specialty Co Attorney 
Retained Donald F Carey 





Notice Of Appearance Peter D. McDermott 
Peter D. McDermott Order granting motion for limited admission for 





Order for Status conf. J Mcdermott 11-3-06 Peter D. McDermott 
Peter D. McDermott Hearing Scheduled (Status Conference 
1 1/20/2006 01 : 15 PM) 
MOTN SHAREE Motion for Limited Admission (James C Arnold, 
Esq.1 
Peter D. McDermott 
NOTC CAMILLE Notice of service - Def Crown Cork and Seal 
company; aty C/Johnson 
Peter D. McDermott 
NOTC DCANO Notice of Change of Address; Christopher C. 
Burke, Changed in the Atty. Table 
Peter D. McDermott 
Notice of Service of Dfdts. Union Carbide 
Corporations Requests for Admissions, 
lnterrogatories and Requests for Production to 
Plnaintiffs Stephanie Branch; Wade L. Woodard, 
Atty for Union Carbide Corp. 
NOTC DCANO Peter D. McDermott 
NOTC DCANO Notice of Service of Defendants Union Carbide 
Corp. Requests for Admissions, lnterrogatories 
and Requests fro Productions to Plaintiff Mildred 
Castorena; Wade L. Woodard, atty for Union 
Carbide Corp. 
Peter D. McDermott 
NOTC DCANO Notice of Service of Defendant Union Carbide 
Corp. Requests for Admissions, lnterrogatories 
and Requests for Productions to Plaintiff Marlene 
Kisling; Wade L. Woodard, Atty for Union Carbide 
Corp. 
Peter D. McDermott 
NOTC DCANO Notice of Service of Defendant Union Carbide 
Corp. Requests for Admissions, lnterrogatories 
and Requests for Productions to Plaintiff Alene 
Stoor, Wade L. Woodard, Atty for Union Carbide 
Corp. 
Peter D. McDermott 
DCANO Notice of Service of Defendant Union Carbide 
Corp. Requests for Admissions, lnterrogatories 
and Requests for Productions to Plaintiff Robert 
L. Hronek, Wade L. Woodard, Atty for Union 
Carbide Corp 
Peter D. McDermott NOTC 
Notice of Service of Defendant Union Carbide 
Corp. Requests for Admissions, lnterrogatories 
and Requests for Production to Plaintiff Norman 
L. Day; Atty for Union Carbide Corp. 
Peter D. McDermott NOTC DCANO 
Motion for Limited Admission; James C. Arnold, 
Atty for Plntfs. 37 
Peter D. McDermott MOTN DCANO 
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11/13/2006 MOTN DCANO 
11/14/2006 MARLEA 
ORDR LINDA 


















HRSC Ll N DA 
1 1/22/2006 MOTN DCANO 
1 1/24/2006 NOAP DCANO 
12/1/2006 AMANDA 
Judge 
Motion for Limited Admission; James C. Arnold; Peter D. McDermott 
atty for Plntfs. 
Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Peter D. McDermott 
$1000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: brassey 
wetherell Receipt number: 0044509 Dated: 
11/14/2006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
OrderRE: Status Conference on 11/20/06 is Peter D. McDermott 
Cancelled; further ordered for trial first date in 
Feb. 08; s/J McDermott 11/15/06 
Order of Dismissal of Defendant Pilkington North Peter D. McDermott 
American, Inc.; Pilkington dismissed with 
prejudice as a defendant; s/J McDermott 
1 1/09/06 
Answer and Demand for Jury Trial; Christopher P. Peter D. McDermott 
Graham, Atty for Fairbanks Morse Pump Corp. 
Summons Issued for Parker-Hannifin Corp. Peter D. McDermott 
Sacoma - Sierra 
Summons Issued for Amerivent Sales Peter D. McDermott 
Summons Issued for Amerivent Sales Peter D. McDermott 
Summons lssued for Reliance Electric Motors Peter D. McDermott 
Summons lssued for Parker-Hannifin Corp. fka Peter D. McDermott 
Sacoma Sierra, Inc. 
Hearing result for Status Conference held on Peter D. McDermott 
11/20/2006 01:15 PM: Hearing Vacated 
Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Peter D. McDermott 
$1 000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: Elam and 
Burke Receipt number: 0044940 Dated: 
11/16/2006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
Notice Of Appearance; W~lliam G. Dryden, atty for Peter D. McDermott 
Foster Wheeler LLC 
Plaintiffs Motion for Protective Order; plaintiff Peter D. McDermott 
asks court for Protective Order establishing 
terms, conditions, and methods to provide an 
orderly, efficient, fair and manageable discovery 
managment plan; order staying all discovery until 
management plan is in place; atty James Arnold 
Order setting the mater for Status Conference on Peter D. McDermott 
1211 8/06 @ 2:00 p.m.; s/J McDermott 11/27/06 
Hearing Scheduled (Status Conference Peter D. McDermott 
1211 812006 02:OO PM) 
Motion to Consolidate for Discovery Purposes; Peter D. McDermott 
John Bailey, Jr. Atty 
Notice Of Appearance; as Co-Defense Counsel Peter D. McDermott 
for Steel West, Inc.; Donald F. Carey, Atty 
Defendant NIBCO, Inc.'s Joinder in Defendant Peter D. McDermott 
Gold Pumps Trading Corporation's "Motion to 
Consolidate for Discovery Purposes" Filed 
November 22, 2006; attn for dfdt NIBCO, Inc 
3s 
/a??" a-QQ ,a 
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12/4/2006 ELLA Filing: I1 B - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than 
$1000 With Prior Appearance Paid by: Hopkins 
Roden Crockett Receipt number: 0047304 
Dated: 12/4/2006 Amount: $14.00 (Check) 
Peter D. McDermott 
ANSW AMANDA Defendant Alaskan Copper Works/ALCO 
Investment Company's Answer; attn for dfdt 
Alaskan Copper Works 
Peter D. McDermott 
Plaintiffs Motion for Protective Order; attn for 
pltfs 
Peter D. McDermott 
Peter D. McDermott 
Peter D. McDermott 
MOTN AMANDA 
Notice of Joinder; Gary I. Dane , Atty for FMC 
Corp. and Sterling Fluid Systems 
NOTC DCANO 
I ^  
#",. 
j DCANO Dfdts. Zurn Industries, Inc.'s Joinder in Union 
Pacific Railroad Company's Motn. for Notice of 
Death and for Autopsy; Gary Cooper, Atty for 
Zurn Industries, Inc. 
Notice of Joinder Peter D. McDermott 
Peter D. McDermott 
NOTC DCANO 
12/5/2006 NOTC LINDA Notice of Joinder; defendant Paramount Supply 
and Zurn Ind. thru cousel provides notice to court 
of their intent to join in the Motion to Consolidate 
for Discovery Purposes filed by Co Defendants 
Gould Inc. and Goulds Pump Trading Corp; atty 
Gary Cooper 
Motion for An Order Requiring Notice of Death 
and Autopsy; Kent Hansen Atty for UPRR 
Peter D. McDermott 
Peter D. McDermott 
Peter D. McDermott 
12/7/2006 MOTN DCANO 
NOTC DCANO 
NOTC DCANO 
Defendant Union Pacific Railroad Company 
Notice of Joinder; Kent Hansen Atty for UPRR 
Notice of Joinder; Gary Dane, Atty for Dfdts. 
Warren Pumps, Inc. and Nenry Vogt Machine, 
Co. 
Peter D. McDermott 




Defendant Union Pacifici's Memorandum in 
Support of Its Motion for an Order Requiring 
Notice of Death and Autopsy; Kent Hansen, Atty 
for UPRR 
Defendant Hill Brothers Chemical Company's 
Joinder in Defendant Gold Pumps Trading 
Corporation's "Motion to Consolidate for 
Discovery Purposes" filed November 22,2006; 
Michael W. Moore, Atty for Hill Brothers Chemical 
Company 
Peter D. McDermott DCANO 
Plaintiffs Notice of Hearing on Motion for 
Protective Order; James C. Arnold Atty for Plntfs. 
Peter D. McDermott 
Peter D. McDermott 
NOTC DCANO 
DCANO Defendant Nibco, Inc.'s Joinder in Defendant 
Union Pacific's Motion for an Order Requiring 
Notice of Death and Autopsy; Donald J. Farley, 
Atty for Nl BCO 
Notice of Joinder in Pending Motions; Howard D. 
Burnett, Atty for Dfdt. Eaton Electrical Inc. 
Peter D. McDermott NOTC DCANO 
(formerly known as Cutler-Hammer Inc.) 
36 
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Defendants Westinghouse Electric Corporation Peter D. McDermott 
and Ingersoll-Rand Corporation's Joinder in 
Defendant Gould Pumps Trading Corporation's 
"Motion to Consolidate for Discovery Purposes' 
Filed November 22,2006. 
Defendant Westinghouse Electric Corporation Peter D. McDermott: 
and Ingersoll-Rand Corporation's Joinder in 
Defendant Union Pacific Railroad Company's 
"Motion for an Order Requiring Notice of Death 
and Autopsy" Filed December 6,2006 
Notice of Joinder; Murray Jim Sorensen, Atty for Peter D. McDermott 
Dfdts. Steel West, Inc. 
Notice of Change of Address; A. Bruce Larson Peter D. McDermott 
Atty for Cleaver Brooks a Division of Aqua Chem. 
Inc. P&H Equipment, fka Harnischfeger Corp. and 
ITT Industries Inc. 
Defendant Hill Brothers Chemical Company's Peter D. McDermott 
Joinder if Defendant Union Pacific Railroad 
Company's Motion for an Order Requiring Notice 
of Death and Autopsy" Filed December 6, 2006, 
Michael W. Moore, Atty for Dfdt. Hill Brothers 
Chemical Company 
Affidavit of Christopher C. Burke in Opposition to Peter D. McDermott 
Plaintiffs' Motion for Protective Order and in 
Support of Defendants' Proposed Scheduling 
Order; Christopher C. Burke, Atty for Dfdts. 
Memorandum of Defendants Westinghouse and Peter D. McDermott 
Ingersoll-Rand in Opposition to Plaintiffs Motion 
for Protective Order and in Support of 
Defendants' Proposed Scheduling Order; 
Christopher C. Burke, Atty for Dfdts. 
Stipulation for Dismissal withprejudice of Peter D. McDermott 
Defendant Union Carbide Corporation; James C. 
Arnold, Atty for Plntfs. 
Certificate Of of Service of Stipulation for Peter D. McDermott 
Dismissal with Prejudice of Defendant Union 
Carbide Corporation, Wade L. Woodard, Atty for 
Dfdts. Union Carbide Corporation 
Defendants Gould Incorporated and Goulds Peter D. McDermott 
Pumps Trading Corp.'s Joinder in Dfdts. Union 
Pacific Railraod Company's Motn. for and Order 
Requiring Notice of Death and Autopsy Filed 
12-6-06 
Notice of Joinder in Memo. of Dfdts. Peter D. McDermott 
Westinghouse and Ingersoll-Rand in Opposition 
to Plntfs. Motn. for Protective Order and in 
Support of Dfdts. Proposed Scheduling Order; 
Howard D. Burnett, Atty for Eaton Electrical Inc. 
Order of Dismissal of Dfdts. Union Carbide Peter D. McDermott 
Corporation; s/J. McDermott on 12-1 5-06 
37 
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Dfdts. Guard-Line, Inc.'s Joinder in Dfdts. Gould Peter D. McDermott 
Pumps Trading Corp, "Motion to Consolidate for 
Discovery Purposes" Filed 1 1-22-06 
Dfdts. Nibco, Inc.'s Joinder in Dfdts. Peter D. McDermott 
Westinghouse Electric Corporation and 
Ingersoll-Rand Corp. Opposition to Plntfs. Motn. 
for Protective Order and in Support of Dfdts. 
Proposed Scheduling Order; Donald J. Farley, 
Atty for Dfdts. Nibco Inc. 
Dfdts. Guard-Line, Inc's Joinder in Dfdts. CBS Peter D. McDermott 
Corp. and Ingersoll-Rand Corp.'~ "Opposition to 
Plntfs. Motn. for Protective Order and in Support 
of Dfdts. Proposed Scheduling Order" Filed 
12-12-06; Brian D. Harper, Atty for Dfdts. 
Guard-Line, Inc. 
Dfdts. Guard-Line, Inc.'s Joinder in Dfdts. Union Peter D. McDermott 
Pacific Railroad Company's Motn. for an Order 
Requiring Notice of Death and Autopsy' Filed on 
12-6-06; Brian D. Harper, Atty for Guard-Line, Inc. 
Plntfs. Notice of Service of Response to Dfdts. Peter D. McDermott 
Steel West's Request for Admissions; James C. 
Arnold, Atty for Plntfs. 
Dfdts. Paramount Supply Company's Joinder in Peter D. McDermott 
Union Pacific Railroad Company's Motn. for 
Notice of Death and For Autopsy; Gary Copper. 
Atty for Dfdts. Paramount Supply Company 
Notice of Joinder; Gary T. Dance, Atty for FMC Peter D. McDermott 
Corp. 
Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Peter D. McDermott 
$1000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: Hopkins 
Roden Crockett Receipt number: 0049621 
Dated: 12/18/2006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Peter D. McDermott 
$1000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: Perkins 
Coie Receipt number: 0049625 Dated: 
1211 812006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
Dfdts Garlock Inc. Anchor packing Company, and Peter D. McDermott 
Fairbanks Morse Pump Corp. Joinder in Dfdts. 
Union Pacific Railroad Company's Motn. for an 
Order Requiring Notice of Death and Autopsy' 
filed 12-6-06 
Notice of Joinder Peter D. McDermott 
Honeywell, Inc.'s Answer to Complaint; Richard Peter D. McDermott 
C. Boardman, Atty for Dfdts. Honeywell, Inc. 
Defendant Square D Company's Answer; Hopkins Peter D. McDermott 
Roden Crockett, Atty for Dfdts. Square D 
Company 
Defendant Crown Cork & Seal Company, Inc's Peter D. McDermott 
Joinder in Motn. filed by the Dfdts. Charles 
Johnson, Atty; 3 8  
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Defendant Hill Brothers Chemical Company's Peter D. McDermott 
Joinder in Defendants Westinghouse and 
Ingersoll-Rand in Opposition to Plntfs. Motn. for 
Protective Order and In Support of Dfdts. 
Proposed Scheduling Order; Michael W. Moore; 
Atty for Dfdts. Hill Brothers Chemical Company 
Notice of Joinder; Gary T. Dance, Atty for Dfdts Peter D. McDermott 
Warren Pumps, Inc. and Henry Vogt Machine, 
Co. 
Dfdts. Rockwell Automation, Inc. Babbitt Steam Peter D. McDermott 
Co. and Steel West's Joinder in Defendant Union 
Pacific Railroad Company's "Motn. for an Order 
Requiring Notice of Death and Autopsy" Filed 
12-6-06; Donald F. Carey, Atty for Dfdts. Reliance 
Electric Co. Rockwell Automation, Inc. Babbitt 
Steam Co., and co-counsel for Steel West 
Defendants Rockwell Automation, Inc. Babbitt Peter D. McDermott 
Steam Co. and Steel West's Joinder in Defendant 
Gould Pumps Trading Corp. Motion to 
Consolidate for Discovery Purposes, Filed 
November 11 -22-06 
Dfdts. Rockwell Automation, Inc. Babbitt Steam Peter D. McDermott 
Co. and Steel West's Joinder in Dfdts. CBS Corp. 
and Ingersoll-Rand Corp. "Opposition to Plaintiffs 
Motn. for Protective Order and in Support of 
Dfdts. Proposed Scheduling Order" Filed 
12-12-06; Donald F. Carey, Atty for Dfdts. 
Minute Entry and Order; Motion to Consolidate Peter D. McDermott 
Norton vs. General Electric CV-2006-2475-PI and 
Castorena vs. General Electric CV-2006-2474PI 
for Discovery purposes only is Granted; s/J. 
McDermott on 12-1 8-06 
Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Peter D. McDermott 
$1000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: Hall, 
Farley, Oberrecht Receipt number: 0051226 
Dated: 12/29/2006 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
Parker-Hannifin Corporation's Motion to Dismiss; Peter D. McDermott 
Kevin J. Scanlan, Atty for Dfdts. Parker-Hannifin 
Affidavit of Kevin Scanlan in Support of Peter D. McDermott 
Parker-Hannifin Corporation's Motn. to Dismiss; 
Kevin J. Scanlan, Atty for Dfdts. Parker-Hannifin 
Parker - Hannifin Corporation's Memorandum in Peter D. McDermott 
Support of Motion to Dismiss; Kevin J. Scanlan, 
Atty for Dfdts. Parker-Hannifin 
Notice of Hearing; Richard E. Hall, Atty for Peter D. McDermott 
Parker-Hannifin Corp. 
Hearing Scheduled (Hearing Scheduled Peter D. McDermott 
02/05/2007 01 :30 PM) Motn. to Dismiss 
Defendant Union Pacific Railroad Company's Peter D. McDermott 
Motion for Summary Judgment; atty ~ e n t   ans sen 
27 
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Defendant Untion Pacific Railroad Company's 
Memorandum in Support of Motion for Summary 
Judgment; atty Ken Hansen 
Notice of Hearing on Motion for Summary 
Judgment on 3/05/07 @ 1.30 p.m.; atty Kent 
Hansen 
Hearing Scheduled (Motion 03/05/2007 01 :30 
PM) 
Plaintiff's Response to Parker-Hannifin 
Corporation's Motion to Dismiss; atty James 
Arnold 
Plntfs. Response to Parker-Hannifin Corp. Motn. 
to Dismiss; James C. Arnold, Atty for Plntfs. 
Defendant Bullough Abatement Inc.'s Answer to 
Plaintiffs Complaint; atty Gary Cooper 
Motion for Limited Admission (Pro Hac Vice) of 
Michael F. Skolnick; atty Gary Cooper 
Motion For Limited Admission (Pro Hac Vice) of 
J. Kevin Murphy; atty Gary Cooper 
Defendant 01's Answer; Thomas J. Lyons, Atty 
for Dfdt. 
Order for Admission Pro Hac Vice; Motion for 
Petitioner J. Kevin Murphy Granted; s/J. 
McDermott on 1-31 -07 
Order for Admission Pro Hac Vice; Motn for 
Petitioner Michael f. Skolnik, Granted; s/J. 
McDermott on 1-31 -07 
Joint Discovery and Scheduling Stipulation; 
Christoper C. Burke, Atty for Ddfst. 
Hearing result for Hearing Scheduled held on 
02/05/2007 01:30 PM: Hearing Held Motn. to 
Dismiss 
Amended Notice of Hearing; Richard E. Hall, Atty 
for Dfdts. 
Amended Scheduling Order; s/J. McDermott on 
2-6-07 
Proposed Scheduling Order; s/J. McDermott on 
2-6-07 
Notice of Hearing on Defendant's Union Pacific's 
Motion for an Order Requiring Notice of Death 
and Autopsy on 3/12/07 @ 1.30 p.m.; atty Casey 
McGarvey 
Amended Notice of Hearing; hearing was 
scheduled on 3/05/07 @ 1:30 p.m. will now be 
hearing on 3/12/07 @ 1.30 p.m.; on Defendant's 
Union Pacific's Motion for an Order Requiring 
Notice of Death and Autopsy; atty Casey 
McGarvey 4Lo 
Peter D. McDermott 
Peter D. McDermott 
Peter D. McDermott 
Peter D. McDermott 
Peter D. McDermott 
Peter D. McDermott 
Peter D. McDermott 
Peter D. McDermott 
Peter D. McDermott 
Peter D. McDermott 
Peter D. McDermott 
Peter D. McDermott 
Peter D. McDermott 
Peter D. McDermott 
Pete.r D. McDermott 
Peter D. McDermott 
Peter D. McDermott 
Peter D. McDermott 
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Hearing result for Motion held on 03/05/2007 Peter D. McDermott 
01 :30 PM: Hearing Vacated 
Hearing Scheduled (Motion 03/12/2007 01:30 Peter D. McDermott 
PM) 
Answer of Metropolitan Life lnsurance Company Peter D. McDermott 
to Plntfs. Complaint; Donald W. Lojek, Atty for 
Dfdts. Metropolitan Life lnsurance Company 
Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Peter D. McDermott 
$1 000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: lojek 
Receipt number: 0057572 Dated: 2/12/2007 
Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
Motion to Compel Verified Answrs to Plaintiffs' Peter D. McDermott 
Responses to Defendant Crown Cork & Seal 
Company, Inc.'s First Request for Admission, 
Interrogatory and REquest for Production of 
Document to Plaintiff; and Notice of Hearing: 
3/12/07 @ 1.30 p.m.; atty Charles Johnson 
Affidavit of G. Patterson Keahey in support of Peter D. McDermott 
Plntfs. Response to Dfdts. Union Pacific 
Railroad's Motn. for Summary Judgment; G. 
Patterson, Keahey, Atty for Plntfs. 
Plntfs. Response in Opposition to Dfdt. Union Peter D. McDermott 
Pacific Railroad Company's Motn. for Summary 
Judgment 
Plntfs. Memorandum in support of Response in Peter D. McDermott 
Opposition to Dfdts. Union Pacific Railroad 
Company's Motn. for Summary Judgment 
Plntfs. notice of Hearing Re: Motn. for Adoption of Peter D. McDermott 
Plntfs. Proposed Scheduling Order 
Objection to Plntfs. Proposed Scheduling Order; Peter D. McDermott 
Donald J. Farley, Atty for NIBCO Inc. 
Notice of Substitutuion Counsel; Christopher P. Peter D. McDermott 
Graham Atty for Dfdts. Garlock, Inc. Anchor 
Packing Company and Fairbanks Morse Pump 
Corporation 
Defendant: Fairbanks Morse Pump Corporation Peter D. McDermott 
Attorney Retained Christopher P. Graham 
Defendant Crown Cork & Seal Company, Inc's Peter D. McDermott 
Joinder in Defendant NIBCO, Inc.'s Objection to 
Plntfs. Proposed Scheduling Order; Charles 
Johnson, Atty for Crown Cork & Seal Company 
Plntfs. Notice of Service of Plntfs Response to Peter D. McDermott 
Dfdt. Steel West's First set of lnterrogatories and 
Request for Production of Documents to Plntfs. 
Plntfs. Notice of Service of Plntfs. Response to Peter D. McDermott 
Dfdt Steel West's First Set of lnterrogatories and 
Request for Production of Documents to Plntfs. 
V f 
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Plntfs. Notice of Service of Plntfs. Response to Peter D. McDermott 
Dfdt. Warren Pumps Inc's First Request for 
Admissions; lnterrogatories and Request for 
Production of Documents 
Plntfs. Notice of Service of Plntfs. Response to Peter D. McDermott 
Defendant Westinghouse's First lnterrogatories 
and Request for Production of Documents 
Plntfs. Notice of Service of Plntfs. Responses to Peter D. McDermott 
Dfdts. Master Set of lnterrogatories and Request 
for Production 
of Documents to Plntfs. 
Affidavit of G. Patterson Keahey in Support of Peter D. McDermott 
Plntfs. Response to Dfdts. Union Pacific 
Railroad's Motn. for Summary Judgment 
Affidavit of Jennifer Belcher in Support of Plntfs. Peter D. McDermott 
Response to Parker-Hannifin Corporation's Motn. 
to Dismiss 
Defendant Hill Brothers Chemical Company Peter D. McDermott 
Joinder in Defendant NIBCO, INc's Objection to 
Plntfs. Proposed Scheduling Order 
Plntfs. Response to Dfdts. Crown Cork & Seal Peter D. McDermott 
Company, Inc's Motn. to Compel Verified Answer 
to Plntfs. Response to Dfdts. First Request for 
Admission, Interrogatory, and Request for 
Production of Document 
Order for Admission of Pro Hac Vice of Gary M. Peter D. McDermott 
Dimuzio;Granted; s/J. McDermott on 3-7-07 
Order for Admission of Pro Hac Vice of Gary M. Peter D. McDermott 
Dimuzio; s/J. McDermott on 3-7-07 
Parker-Hannifin Corporation's Reply Memo. in Peter D. McDermott 
Support of Motion to Dismiss; Kevin J. Scanlan, 
Atty for Dfdts. Parker-Hannifin 
Notice of Joinder in Defendant NIBCO Inc.'s Peter D. McDermott 
objection to Plntfs. Proposed Scheduling Order; 
Howard . D. Burnett, Atty for Dfdts. Eatson 
Electricial Inc. 
Notice of Joinder in Dfdt. NIBCO, INC'S Objection Peter D. McDermott 
to Plntfs Proposed Scheduling Order; A. Bruce 
Larson, Atty for Dfdts. 
Notice of Joinder in Dfdt. NIBCO Inc's. Objection Peter D. McDermott 
to Plntfs. Proposed Scheduling Order; Donald F. 
Carey, Atty for Dfdts. 
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DCANO Minute Entry and Order; Plntfs. Motn. to Amend Peter D. McDermott 
Complaint is Granted and Plntf. shall submit 
amendment within (20) days of this MEOR. It is 
further ordered Dfdts. Union Pacific Railroad 
motn. to require autopsy examinations is 
DENIED. Plntfs. shall notify treating health care 
facilities and physicians not to destroy any 
samples, slides, or records of Patients. s/J. 
McDermott on 3-23-07 
DCANO 
CAMILLE 




Stipulation for dismissal with out prej. P&H Mining Peter D. McDermott 
Equipment, Inc. FKA Harnischfeger Corporation 
(incorrectly named as P&H Cranes): aty Bruce 
Larson for Def. P&H 
Order for dismissal without prej P&H Mining Peter D. McDermott 
equipment, inc. FKA Harnischfeger corporation 
)(incorrectly named as P& H Cranes: (Def P & H 
Mining Equipment, Inc FKA Harnisschfeger 
Corporation is Dismissed: J Mcdermott 4-4-07 
Def Henry Vogt Machine Co's Answer to Plntfs Peter D. McDermott 
Amended Complaint; aty Gary Dance for Def 





Def Warren Pumps lncs Answer to plntfs amdned Peter D. McDermott 
complaint; aty Gary Dance 
Defendant NIBCO, lncs Answer to plntfs first Peter D. McDermott 
Amended Complaint; aty Don Farley for Def 
NIBCO: 
ANSW 
Plntfs notice of service of plntfs supplemental Peter D. McDermott 
resp to defs master set of lnterog and req for 
production of documents to pltnf ; aty James 
ARnold for plntfs 
NOTC CAMILLE 
Answer to plntfs first Amended Complaint and Peter D. McDermott 
Demand for Jury Trial; aty marc Nye 
ANSW CAMILLE 
Demand For Jury Trial Peter D. McDermott DFJT 
MlSC 
CAMILLE 
CAMILLE Defendant FMC Corporations lmproperly Sued As Peter D. McDermott 
FMC corporation (Hamer) Answer to plntfs 
Amended Complaint: aty Lee Radford for FMC 
Answer of Sterling Fluid Systems (USA) LLC Peter D. McDermott 
lmproperly sued as sterling fluid system peerless 
pumps to plntfs amended complaint 
Answer of Def Eaton Electrical Inc. (formerly Peter D. McDermott 
known as Cutler Hammer Inc. to first Amended 




lngersoll Rand Companys Answer to Plntfs Peter D. McDermott 




CAMILLE UPRR Answer to First Amended Complaint and Peter D. McDermott 
Reliance upon plntfs Jury Demand; aty Kent 
Hansen for UPRR 4) 
fl- 
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CAMILLE 
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CBS VioaCom westinghouses Answer to plntfs Peter D. McDermott 
Amended Complaint; 
ANSW Answer to plntfs first amdned complaint; aty Peter 5.  McDermott 
Brian Harper for Def. 
Def Garlock, inc's Answer to plntfs Amended Peter D. McDermott 
Complaint; at;y Christopher Graham for Def. 
Def Anchor packing companys Answer to plntfs Peter D. McDermott 
Amended Complaint; aty Chris Gaham for Def. 
Certificate Of service of Answer of Metropolitan Peter D. McDermott 
Life lnsuance company to Plntfs complaint; 
CERT 
Def Fairbanks Morse Pump Corporations Answer Peter D. McDermott 
to plntfs Amended complaint; aty Christoopher 
Graham for Def Fairbanks 
ANSW CAMILLE Answer of Metropolitan Life lnsurance Company Peter D. McDermott 
to Plaintiffs complaint; aty Don Lojek for DEf 
Metropolitan Life Ins. 
Filing: I IA  - Civil Answer Or Appear. More Than Peter D. McDermott 
$1 000 No Prior Appearance Paid by: Anderson 
Julian & Hull Receipt number: 0068027 Dated: 
4/23/2007 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 




CAMILLE Def Crown Cork and Seal Company Inc. Answer Peter D. McDermott 
to plntfs Amended Complaint; aty C/Johnson 
CAMILLE Def Hill Brothers Chemical Companys Answer to Peter D. McDermott 
plntfs first Amended Complaint; aty Steven Kraft 
for Def. 
Defendant: Metropolitan Life lnsurance Company Peter D. McDermott 
Attorney Retained Donald W Lojek 





CAMILLE Answer of Def Hill Brothers Chemical Company; Peter D. McDermott 
aty Steven Kraft for Hill Brothers Chemical 
Honeywell, incs Answer to plntf first amended Peter D. McDermott 
complaint; aty Richard Boardman for Honeywell 
ANSW CAMILLE 
Defendant: Honeywell Inc Attorney Retained Peter D. McDermott 
Richard C Boardman 
ATTR CAMILLE 
Notice Of Appearance Peter D. McDermott NOAP 
ANSW 
CAMILLE 
CAMILLE Crane Co's Answer to plntfs first amended Peter D. McDermott 
complaint; aty Kelly Cameron for Def CRane 
Answer and demand for Jury Trial; aty Chris Peter D. McDermott 
Hansen for IMO lndustries 
ANSW CAMILLE 
Demand For Jury Trial Peter D. McDermott DFJT 
ATTR 
CAMILLE 
CAMILLE Defendant: IMO lndustries Attorney Retained Peter D. McDermott 
Chris H. Hansen 
Notice Of Appearance 
4/4 
Peter D. McDermott CAMILLE NOAP 
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Notice of sewice of Depo of Plntfs : aty Peter D. McDermott 
Christopher Burke 
Notice of service of Depo for Louise Branch; aty Peter D. McDermott 
Christopher Burke for CBS Corporation 
Decision Or Opinion; Memorandum Decision Peter D. McDermott 
and Order, Crt hearby Grants the defs req to 
dismiss the plntfs complaint on the grounds that 
there exists insufficiency of process, the plntf 
should move to amend her complaint and 
properly serve the defs; J Mcdermott 5-1 8-07 
Amended Answer and Demand for Jury Trial; Peter D. McDermott 
aty Bruce Larson 
Demand For Jury Trial Peter D. McDermott 
Motion for leave to amend ; aty Bruce Larson for Peter D. McDermott 
Def. 
Notice of hearing; set for 6-25-07 at 4:00 pm: Peter D. McDermott 
aty Bruce Larson 
Hearing Scheduled (Motion 06/25/2007 04:OO Peter D. McDermott 
PM1 
Motion for limited Admission pro hac vice of Peter D. McDermott 
Jason H Daywitt aty Gary Cooper 
Order for limited admission pro hac vice of Jason Peter D. McDermott 
Daywitt; J Mcdermott 6-1 3-07 
Def FMC Corporations Memorandum in support Peter D. McDermott 
of motion for summary judgment re: 
representatives of John Stoor; aty Gary Dance 
Def FMC Corporations Motion for summary Peter D. McDermott 
judgment re: representatives of John Stoor; aty 
Gary Dance 
Def FMC Corporations Memorandum in support Peter D. McDermott 
of motion for summary judgment, aty Gary 
Dance 
Def FMC Corporations motion for summary Peter D. McDermott 
judgment, aty Gary Dance for FMC Corporation 
Affidavit of Ben Ritchie in support of Defs FMC Peter D. McDermott 
Corporations Motions for summary Judgment; 
aty Gary Dance 
Hearing Scheduled (Motion for Summary Peter D. McDermott 
Judgment 07/23/2007 01 :30 PM) 
Notice of service - Def IMO Industries first Peter D. McDermott 
interrog req. for production and req for admission 
to plntfs: aty Chris Hansen 
Defendant Henry Vogt Machine Co's Peter D. McDermott 
Memorandum in Support of Motion for Summary 
Judgment; DA Dance for Henry Vogt 
Defendant Henry Vogt Machine Co's Motion for Peter D. McDermott 
Summary Judgment; DA Dance 
Affidavit of Ben Ritchie DA Dance for Henry Vogt Peter D. McDermott 
scs" 
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Notice of Service; DA Moore for dfdt Hill Brothers Peter D. McDermott 
Chemical 
Notice of Service of Defendants Westinghouse Peter D. McDermott 
and Ingersoll-Rans's Discovery Requests to 
Plaintiffs; DA Burke for Viacom 
Notice of Hearing; DA Dance for Warren Pumps Peter D. McDermott 
-- hearing on dfdts motion for summary judgment 
scheduled 08-06-07 @ 1:30p 
Hearing Scheduled (Motion for Summary Peter D. McDermott 
Judgment 08/06/2007 01:30 PM) 
Notice of Service; DA Cooper for Bullough Peter D. McDermott 
Abatement - srvd Requests for Admissions, 
lnterrogatories and Request for Production of 
Documents to pltf Norton 
Notice of Service; DA Cooper for Bullough Peter D. McDermott 
Abatement - srvd Requests for Admissions, 
lnterrogatories and Request for Production of 
Documents to pltf Stoor 
Notice of Service; DA Cooper for Bullough Peter D. McDermott 
Abatement - srvd Requests for Admissions, 
lnterrogatories and Request for Production of 
Documents to pltf Day 
Notice of Service; DA Cooper for Bullough Peter D. McDermott 
Abatement - srvd Requests for Admissions, 
lnterrogatories and Request for Production of 
Documents to pltf Kisling 
Notice of Service; DA Cooper for Bullough Peter D. McDermott 
Abatement - srvd Requests for Admissions, 
lnterrogatories and Request for Production of 
Documents to pltf Branch 
Notice of Service; DA Cooper for Bullough Peter D. McDermott 
Abatement - srvd Requests for Admissions, 
lnterrogatories and Request for Production of 
Documents to pltf Castorena 
Notice of Service; DA Cooper for Bullough Peter D. McDermott 
Abatement - srvd Requests for Admissions, 
lnterrogatories and Request for Production of 
Documents to pltf Hronek 
Defendant Bullough Abatement, Inc's Motion for Peter D. McDermott 
Leave to File First Amended Answer To 
Complaint; DA Cooper for dfdt Bullough 
Abatement 
Plntfs Hroneks Cross Notice of Discovery Depo Peter D. McDermott 
w/ notice of intent to videotape discovery depo; 
Hearing Scheduled (Motion for Summary Peter D. McDermott 
Judgment 08/06/2007 01:30 PM) 
Notice of Hearing; DA Cooper for Bullough Peter D. McDermott 
Abatement -- hearing on dfdts motn to amend 
answer scheduled 08-06-07 @ 1 :30p 
Y6 
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RESP AMANDA Plaintiffs Response to Defendant, Henry Voght Peter D. McDermott 
Machine Co's Motion for Summary Judgment; PA 
Arnold 
RESP AMANDA Plaintiffs Response to Defendant, Henry Voght Peter D. McDermott 






Plaintiff's Motion for Protective Order; PA Arnold Peter D. McDermott 
Plntfs notice of hearing; on plntfs motion for Peter D. McDermott 
protective order : 8-6-07 at 1:30 pm 
Notice of service - Def Steel West Inc Req for Peter D. McDermott 
Admissions lnterrog and req for production of 
documents ; aty Don Carey for Def 
NOTC CAM I LLE 
CAMILLE Notice of service - Def Reliance Electric Co. req Peter D. McDermott 
for admissions, lnterrog and req for production; 
aty Don Carey for Def,. 
N OTC 
NOTC CAMILLE Plntfs notice of service of responses to def IMO Peter D. McDermott 
industries firs lnterrog first req for production and 
req for admission to plntfs; aty G Pettersen 
Plntfs notice of service of resp to def paramount Peter D. McDermott 
supply company first set of Interrog. and req for 
roduction to plntfs; 
NOTC CAMILLE 
Notice of service - Req. for Admissions, lnterrog Peter D. McDermott 
and req for production of documents to; aty Don 
Carey for IDef. 
NOTC CAMILLE 
lngersoll Rand companys first req. for Admission Peter D. McDermott 
and second supplemental Interrog. and req for 
production of documents to plntf castorena; 
CAMILLE 
Affidavit of Christopher C. Burke in Opposition to Peter D. McDermott 
Plntfs Motion for Protective Order; 
AFFD CAMILLE 
Notice of service Peter D. McDermott NOTC 
NOTC 
CAMILLE 
CAMILLE Notice of service - Def NIBCO's first set of req for Peter D. McDermott 
admissions, 2nd set of Interrog. and 2nd req. for 
production of documents to plntf Stephanie 
Branch as personal representative for the estate 
of Robert Branch, jr. aty Don Farley 
CAMILLE Notice of service of cleaver brooks interog req for Peter D. McDermott 
admissions and req for production of documents - 





Notice of service of cleaver brooks interrog, req. Peter D. McDermott 
for admissions and req for production of 
documents - Hronek; aty Bruce Larson for def. 
CAMILLE 
CAMILLE Notice of service of Cleaver Brooks lnterrog Req Peter D. McDermott 
for Admissions and Req for Production of 
Documents Frasure 
Notice of service of Cleaver Brooks lnterrog , Req Peter D. McDermott 
for Admissions and Req for Production of 
Documents - Branch; aty Bruce Larson 





Six$:2:2dicial District Court - Bannock Countp:;.! 
%f&J, v?,&# 
User: DCANO 
Time. 01 06 PM ROA Report 
Page 24 of 62 Case: CV-2006-0002474-Pi Current Judge: Peter D. McDermott 
Mildred Castorena, etal. vs. General Electric, etal. 
Date Code User Judge 
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NOTC CAMILLE 
NOTC CAMILLE 
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8/3/2007 ST1 P SHAREE 
8/6/2007 SHAREE 
Notice of service of Cleaver Brooks Interrog, Req Peter D. McDermott 
for Admissions and Req for Productionof 
Documents - Stoor; aty Bruce Larson for Def. 
Notice of service of Cleaver Brooks Interrog, Req. Peter D. McDermott 
for Admissions and Req for PRoduction of 
Documents - Day - aty Bruce Larson 
Notice of service of ITT Corporations Interrog, Peter D. McDermott 
Req. for Admissions and Req for Production of 
Documents - Stoor; aty Bruce Larson 
Notice of service of ITT Corporations lnterrog , Peter D. McDermott 
Req. for Admissions and Req for Productio nof 
Documents - Frasure; aty Bruce Larson 
Notice of service of ITT Corporations Interrog. Peter D. McDermott 
Req. for Admissions and REq for Production of 
Documents - Day : aty Bruce Larson for def. 
Notice of service of ITT Corporations lnterog , Peter D. McDermott 
Req. for Admissions and Req for production of 
documents - Catorena; aty Bruce Larson for Def. 
Notice of service of ITt Corporations lnterog , Peter D. McDermott 
Req. for Admissions and Req. for production of 
documents - Branch; aty Bruce Larson for Def. 
Objection to plntfs motion for protective order; Peter D. McDermott 
aty Don Carey 
Affidavit of donald Carey RE: Objection to plntfs Peter D. McDermott 
Motionfor Protective Order; 
Notice to vacate; aty Gary Dance for DEf FMC Peter D. McDermott 
Notice of service - Def NIBCO's first set of req for Peter D. McDermott 
admissions, 2nd set of lnterrog and 2nd req for 
production of documents to plntf Norma Day as 
perosnal representative of the estate of Norman 
Day; aty Don Farley for Def. 
Notice of service - aty Gary Dance Peter D. McDermott 
Defs NIBCO's Objection/Resp to Plntfs Motion for Peter D. McDermott 
Protective Order; aty Daon FArley for Def 
Affidavit of Dana M Herberholz in support of Def Peter D. McDermott 
NIBCO's Objection1 Resp to plntfs motion for 
protective Order; aty DonFArley for Def. 
Affidavit of Melissa WArburton ; aty Don Carey Peter D. McDermott 
for Def Reliance Electric Co. Rockwell 
Automation, Inc. Babbitt Steam Co and co 
counsel for STeel West; 
Stipulation on Defendant Bullough Abatement, Peter D. McDermott 
Inc.'s Moiton for Leave to File First Amended 
Anser to Complaint [James Arnold-Plaintiff / Gary 
Cooper - Defendant] 
Objection/Response of Defendant Hill Brothers Peter D. McDermott 
Chemical Company to Plaintiff's Motion for 
Protective Order [Michael Mooe) 
4(8 
~/+9#~ 
Date 9/9/2008 ~ixe?3dicial District Court - Bannock ~ountf&g+~ e%5 
k&** 
User DCANO 
Time 01 06 PM ROA Report 
Page 25 of 62 Case: CV-2006-0002474-PI Current Judge: Peter D. McDermott 
M~ldred Castorena, etal. vs. General Electric, etal. 







Affidavit of Steven R Kraft in Opposition to Peter D. McDermott 
Plaintiff's Motion for Protectve Order 
Stipulation for dismissal without prej of def FMC Peter D. McDermott 
Corporation; aty James Arnold for plntfs 
Affidavit of Steven Kraft in Opposition to plntfs Peter D. McDermott 
Motin for protective order; aty Steven Kraft for 
def Hill Brothers 
OBJT CAMILLE Objection Resp of Def Hill Brothers Chemical Peter D. McDermott 
Company to Plntfs Motion for Protective Order; 
aty Steven Kraft for Def Hill Brothers 
Order on Defendant Bullough Abatement, Inc.'s Peter D. McDermott 
Moiton for Leave to File First Amended Anser to 
Complaint Is/ J.McDermott 08/06/07 
Minute Entry and Order from Hearing on 08/06/07 Peter D. McDermott 
/s/J. McDermott 08/08/07 







Order of dismissal for FMC only wlout prej. J Peter D. McDermott 
Mcdermott 8-*28-07 
Notice of service - req for admission, and Peter D. McDermott 
supplemental lnterrog and req for production of 
documents; aty Steven Brown I 
NOTC Notice of service of discovery req for admissons Peter D. McDermott 
and supplemental lnterog and req for production 
of documents; aty STeven Brown 
CAMILLE 
911 412007 MOTN CAMILLE Motion to sever for Trial; aty John Bailey for Peter D. McDermott 
Gould lncorporated and Goulds Pumps Trading 
Corp. 
Memorandum in support of motion to sever for Peter D. McDermott 
Trial; aty John Baiuley for Gould lncorporated 
and Goulds Pumps; 
MEMO CAMILLE 
Affidavit of counsel in support of motion to sever Peter D. McDermott 




CAMILLE Affidavit of Christopher Burke in support of motion Peter D. McDermott 
of lngersoll Rand and Westinghouse to sever 
Cases for Trial purposes; 
MEMO CAMILLE Memorandum of Defs lngersoll Rand and Peter D. McDermott 
Westinghouse in support of motion to sever 
cases forTrial purposes; aty Christopher Burke 
Motion of Defs lngersoll Rand and Peter D. McDermott 
Westingyhouse to Sever Cases for Trial 
Purposes; aty Chris Burke 
MOTN CAMILLE 
Defendant's Nibco's Joinder in Defendants Peter D. McDermott 
Intergoss-Rand and Westinghouse's Motion to 
Sever casea for Trial purposes, filed September 
13, 2007- by dfdt Nibco thru DA Farley. 
CINDYBF 
CINDYBF Defendant Nibco's Joinder in Defendant Gould Peter D. McDermott 
lncorporated and Gould's Pups Trading Corps. 
Motion to Sever for Trial filed September 14, 
2007- by dfdt Nibco thru DA Farley. 
r? 
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Union Pacific Railroad Company's Joinder in Peter D. McDermott 
Defendant Ingersoll-Rand and Westinghouse's 
Motion to Sever for Trial and Gould Pumps 
Motion to Sever for Trial- by dfdt UPRR thru DA 
McGa~ey .  
IMO lndustries Joinder in Motion to Sever; aty Peter D. McDermott 
Chris Hansen for Def. IMO 
UPRR Companys joinder in Def lngeroll Rand Peter D. McDermott 
and Westinghouses motion to sever for Trial and 
Gould Pumps motion to sever for Trial; aty 
Casey McGa~ery  for UPRR 
Notice of joinder in motion to sever by cleaver Peter D. McDermott 
Brooks and itt Corporation; aty Bruce Larson for 
Def 
Def Hill Brothers Chemical Companys joinder in Peter D. McDermott 
def Gould, lngersol Rand, and Westinghouses 
Motion to sever cases for Trial Purposes; aty 
Steven Kraft 
Defense motion to enter amended scheduling Peter D. McDermott 
Order, with supporting memorandum; aty Gary 
Cooper for Def Bullough Abatement, Inc. 
Def Bullough Abastement, lncs Joinder to Defs Peter D. McDermott 
Motion to Sever ; aty Gary Cooper 
Joinder in Motions to Sever- by dfdts Garlock Inc., Peter D. McDermott 
Anchor Packing Co & Fairbanks Morse Corp- thru 
DA Graham 
Notice of Joinder in Motions by Intersoll-Rand, Peter D. McDermott 
Westinghouse and Defendant's Gould to Sever 
cases for Trial Purposes- by dfdt Eaton 
Electrical-fka Cutler Hammer Inc., thru DA 
Burnett. 
Def Crown Cork and Seal Company lncs Joinder Peter D. McDermott 
in motion to sever cases for Trial; aty ClJohnson 
Joinder in defendant Bullough Abatement, Inc's Peter D. McDermott 
Scheduling Order; aty Bruce Larson for defs 
IMO Industries Joinder in Defendant Bullough Peter D. McDermott 
Abatement, Inc's Scheduling Order- by dfdt IMO 
Industries thry DA Hansen. 
Def Crane Co. and Honeywell, inc's joinder in Peter D. McDermott 
defs ingersoll rand, westinghouse, and goulds 
motions to sever cases for Trial purposes; aty 
Kelly Cameron for Def. 
Joinder of Def Zurn Industries, LLC in def Bullogh Peter D. McDermott 
Abatement, Inc's motion to amend scheduling 
order; aty Steven Rizzo for def 
Joinder of Def Paramount supply company in def Peter D. McDermott 
Bullogh Abatement, Inc's motion to amend 
scheduling order; aty Steven Rizzo for def 
Paramount supply company 
35'4 
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Def Hill Brothers Chemical Company~ Joinder Peter D. McDermott 
with Def Bullough abatement, inc's motion to 
enter amended scheduling order; aty Michael 
Moore for Def. Hill Brothers Chemical Company 
Defs Gould incorporated and goulds pumps Peter D. McDermott 
trading corps joinder with def Bullough 
Abatement, Inc's motion to enter amended 
scheduling order; aty John Bailey for gould 
l ncorporated 
Def gould Incorporated and Gould Pumps Trading Peter D. McDermott 
corp's joinder with Def Bullough Abatement, inc's 
motion to enter amended scheduling order; aty 
John Bailey for Gould Incorporated and Goulds 
Pumps Trading corp. 
Joinder of Def Cron cork and Seal Company Inc. Peter D. McDermott 
in the motion by Bullough Abatement, Inc. to 
Amend Scheduling Order; aty CIJohnson 
Joinder in Def Bullough Abatement, Inc's Motion Peter D. McDermott 
to enter Amended Scheduling Order; aty Kent 
Hansen for UPRR 
Notice of joinder in Def Bullough Abatement, Inc's Peter D. McDermott 
Motion to Enter Amended Scheduling Order; 
aty Howard Burnett for Def Eaton electrical Inc. 
Defs Steel West, Inc's notice of joinder in Def Peter D. McDermott 
Bullough Abatement, inc's motion to enter 
amended scheduling Order; aty Don Carey for 
Def 
Def Rockwell automation, Inc's notice of joinder in Peter D. McDermott 
def Bullough abatement, Inc's motion to enter 
amended scheduling order 
Def Reliance electric Co's notice of joinder in def Peter D. McDermott 
Bullough Abatement, Inc's motion to enter 
amended scheduling order; aty don Carey for 
Def. 
Def Babbitt steam specialty co's notice of joinder Peter D. McDermott 
in Def Bullough Abatement, Inc's motion to enter 
Amended Scheduling Order; aty don Carey for 
Def. 
Def Steel West, Inc's Notice of joinder in Defs Peter D. McDermott 
Motion to sever ; aty Don Carey for Def. 
Reliance Electric Co. Rockwell automation, inc. 
Babbitt Steam Specialty Co. and co counsel for 
Steel West, Inc. 
Def Rockwell Automation Inc's notice of joinder in Peter D. McDermott 
Defs Motion to sever; aty Don Carey for Defs 
Def Reliance electric Co's notice of joinder in Peter D. McDermott 
Defs Motion to Sever; aty Don Carey for Def. 
Def Babbitt Steam Specialty Co's notice of Peter D. McDermott 
Joinder in Defs Motion to Sever, aty Don Carey 
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Defense Response to Plntfs Motion to Amend Peter D. McDermott 
Scheduling order, and response to plntfs motion 
for protective order: aty Gary Cooper 
Defense Response to Plntfs Motion to Amend Peter D. McDermott 
Scheduling Order, and Resp to plntfs motin for 
protective order; aty Gary Cooper 
Defense Response to Plntfs Motion to Amend Peter D. McDermott 
Scheduling Order and Resp to plntfs Motion for 
protective order; 
Defense Response to plntfs motion to amend Peter D. McDermott 
scheduling order, and response to plntfs motin for 
protective order; aty Gary Cooper for Def 
Defense Resp to Plntfs Motin to Amend Peter D. McDermott 
Scheduling order and resp to plntfs motion for 
protective order ' aty Gary Cooper 
UPRR companys opposition to plntfs motion to Peter D. McDermott 
consolidate for purpose of pretrial proceedings; 
aty Kent Hansen for def. 
Hearing Scheduled (Motion 10/09/2007 01 :30 Peter D. McDermott 
PM) 
Notice of service of discovery documents; Guard Peter D. McDermott 
Line, Incs's Resp to plntfs Master Req for 
Disclosure lnterrog and req for production of 
documents: aty Brian Harper for Def Guard Line, 
I nc. 
Objection to motion to consolidate; aty John Peter D. McDermott 
Bailey for Gould Incorporated and Goulds Pumps 
Trading Corp. 
Def Bullough Abatement, Inc's motion for Peter D. McDermott 
summary judgment; aty Gary Cooper for Def 
Bullough Abatement 
Memorandum in support of def Bulloughs Motion Peter D. McDermott 
for summary judgment, aty Gary Cooper 
Notice of service - Defs Steel West, Inc's Peter D. McDermott 
Answers to plntfs Master set of req for 
disclosure; set of general Interrog. and req for 
production to all defs ; aty Don Carey for def. 
Notice of service - Defendant advanced industrial Peter D. McDermott 
supply's Answers and REsponses to plntfs Master 
eq for disclosure; Interog. and req for production 
to all defendants; aty Carol Tippi Volyn 
Notice of hearing; set for 10-9-07 at 1.30 pm: aty Peter D. McDermott 
John Bailey 
Defendant Steel West, Inc's motion for summary Peter D. McDermott 
Judgment, aty don Carey for Def. Steel West 
Affidavit of Donald F Carey in support of motion Peter D. McDermott 
for summary judgment, aty Donald Carey for 
Steel West 
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ST1 P CAMILLE 
10/9/2007 NOTC CAMILLE 
Defendant Steel West, Inc's Memorandum in Peter D. McDermott 
support of motio for summary judgment, 
Stipulation and motion for extension of time for Peter D. McDermott 
def UPRR to Resp to plntfs master req for 
disclosure; lnterrog and req for production to all 
def; 
Notice of service of def Gould lncorporated and Peter D. McDermott 
Goulds Pumps Trading corps Answers and REsp 
to Plntfs Master Discovery to all Defs: aty John 
Bailey for Gould Incorporated and Goulds Pumps 
Trading Corp. 
Notice of service of def Gould lncorporated and Peter D. McDermott 
Goulds Pumps Trading Corps Answers and Resp 
to Plntfs MasterDiscovery to all Defs: 
Def Bullough Abatement, Inc's Joinder in Peter D. McDermott 
objection to motion to consolidate; aty Gary 
Cooper 
Joinder of Def UPRR company in Gould Pumps Peter D. McDermott 
Trading coprorations Objection to Motion to 
consolidate; aty Kent Hansen for Def UPRR 
IMO Industries Resp to Plntfs Motion to Amend Peter D. McDermott 
Scheduling Order and resp to plntfs motion for 
protective; aty Chris Hansen for IMO 
Notice of service - IMO Industries, Inc's Answers Peter D. McDermott 
to Plntfs Master set of lnterrog : aty Chris 
Hansen 
Notice of Joinder by Def Eaton Electrical Inc. In Peter D. McDermott 
Defense Oppositions Resp and Objections to 
Plntfs pending motions; aty Howard Burnett for 
Def. 
Notice of Joinder by Def Eaton Electrical Inc. in Peter D. McDermott 
defense Oppositions Resp and Objections to 
plntfs pending motions;; 
Notice of Joinder by Def Eaton Electrical Inc. in Peter D. McDermott 
Defense Oppositions Resp and Objections to 
plntfs pending Motions; aty Howard Burnett for 
Def. Eaton Electrical Inc. 
Notice of Joinder by Def Eaton Electrical Inc Peter D. McDermott 
defense Oppositions Resp and Objections to 
plntfs pending motions; aty Howard Burnett for 
Def. Eaton Electrical Inc. 
Stipulation and Motion for Extension of time for Peter D. McDermott 
Def Eaton Electrical Inc. to respond to plntfs 
master req for disclosure; lnterrog and req for 
production to all Defendants; aty Howard Burnett 
for def. 
Notice of joinder in pending defense motions; Peter D. McDermott 
aty Steven Brown for Def ALCO; Alaskan copper 
Works, Kelly Moore Paint company; and Square 
Company; 5 9  
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Notice of service ; Def Babbit Steam Specialty Peter D. McDermott 
Co's Answers to plntfs Master set of req for 
disclosure; aty DonCarey for Def Babbitt Steam 
Notice of service - Def Reliance Electric Co Resp Peter D. McDermott 
to plntfs Master set fo req. for disclosure, set of 
general lnterrog and req for p roduction to All 
Defs and Def Rockwell Automation, Inc's Resp to 
plntfs Master set of req for disclosure , set of 
General lnterrog and req for production; aty Don 
Carey for def Reliance Electric Rockwell 
automation, Inc. Babbitt Steam Specialty Co and 
co counsel for Steel West, Inc. 
Notice of service of Defs Westinghouse and Peter D. McDermott 
lngersoll Rands Resp to Plntfs Master Discovery; 
aty Christopher Burke 
Joinder of Defs Warren Pumps LLC Henry Vogt Peter D. McDermott 
Machine co. and sterling fluid systems LLC 
improperly sued as sterling fluid systems 
(peerless Pumps) in Defense Motions and 
Oppositions, Resp , and Objections to plntfs 
pending motions: aty Gary Dance 
Notice of service of discovery responses; aty Peter D. McDermott 
Kelly Cameron for Def Crane Co. 
Joinder of Defs Crane Co and Honeywell, Inc. in Peter D. McDermott 
Def. Oppositions, Resp and Objections to plntfs 
Pending Motions; aty Randall Schmitz for Def 
Crane and Honeywell, Inc. 
Interim Hearing Held; minute entry and Order; Peter D. McDermott 
the Motions scheduled this date are reset before 
this court on Monday 11-5-07 at 1.30 pm: J 
Mcdermott 10-9-07 
Notice of service - Def Henry vogt Machine, co's Peter D. McDermott 
Answer and Resp to Plntfs Master req for 
disclosure lnterrog and req for productio nof 
documents Def Warren Pumps, LLC. Answers 
and REsp to Plntfs Master req for disclosure 
lnterog and req for production of documents; 
and this notice; aty Gary Dance 
Joinder in defense oppositions, Resp and Peter D. McDermott 
Objections to Plntfs Pending Motions by Crown 
Cork and Seal Company; aty Charles Johnson 
Joinder of Defs Warren Pumps, LLC Henry Vogt Peter D. McDermott 
Machine Co and Sterling Fluid Systems LLC 
Improperly Sued as sterling fluid systems 
(peerless Pumps) in Defense Motions and 
Oppositions, Resp and Objections to plntfss 
Pending Motions;; aty Ben Riitchie for def 
Warren Pumps, Inc. Henry Vogt Machine, and 
Sterling Fluid Systems 
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Notice of service - Def Hill Brothers Chemical Peter D. McDermott 
Companys Def Hill Brothers chemical companys 
Resp to Plntfs Master Discovery (Castorena) 
aty Steven Kraft for Def Hill Brothers Chemical 
Company 
Notice of service of Discovery, Resp to plntfs Peter D. McDermott 
Master req for disclosure; lnterrog and req for 
production to all Defs. aty Steven Brown 
Notice of service of discovery; Def Kelly Moores Peter D. McDermott 
Resp to Plnffs Master Req for Disclosure; 
Interrog, and REq for production to all defs; aty 
Steven Brown for Def 
Notice of service of Discovery documents; Peter D. McDermott 
Answers and REsp to Plntfs Master Req for 
Disclosure, lnterrog and Req for production to Def 
A W. Chesterton Company; aty David Maguire 
for Def AW Chesterton and Shepard Niles, Inc. 
Joinder of Defs Warren Pumps, LLC Henry Vogt Peter D. McDermott 
Machine Co and Sterling Fluid Systems USA LLC 
Improperly sued as sterling fluid systems 
(peerless pumps) in defense Motions and 
Oppositions, Responses, and Objections to plntfs 
Pending Motions; aty Ben Ritchie for Def. 
Joinder of Def Warren Pumps, LLC Henry Vogt Peter D. McDermott 
Machine co and Sterling Fluid systems USA LLC 
Improperly sued as sterling fluid systems 
(peerless pumps) in Defense Motions and 
Oppositions, Resp , and Objections to plntfs 
pending motions; aty Gary Dance for def 
Warren Pumps inc. Henry Vogt Machine co and 
STerling Fluid Systems LLC 
Notice of service of UPRR Companys Resp. to Peter D. McDermott 
Plntfs Master Req for Disclosure; Interrog. and 
Req for production to all Defs; aty Ken Hansenn 
A.W. Chesterons Joinder in lngersoll Rand and Peter D. McDermott 
Westinghouses Motion to sever cases for Trial 
Purposes; aty David Maguire for defs AW 
Chesterton and Shepard Niles, Inc. 
A.W. Chestertons Objection to Plntfs Motion to Peter D. McDermott 
Consolidate for purposes of Pretrial Proceedings; 
aty David Maguire for Def AW Chesterton and 
Shepard Niles, Inc. 
Shepard Niles Objection to plntfs Motion to Peter D. McDermott 
consolidate for purposes of pretrial proceedings; 
aty David Maguire for def AW Chesterton and 
Shepard Niles, Inc. 
Shepard Niles Joinder in lngersoll Rand and Peter D. McDermott 
Westinghouse motion to sever cases for Trial 
Purposes; aty David Maguire for Def AW 
Chesterton and Shepard Niles, Inc. 
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Resp to Plntfs Master Req for Disclosure, Interrog 
and req for production to all Defss; aty 




























Notice of service of def Garlock sealing Peter D. McDermott 
Technologies, LLC's Responses to plntfs Master 
req for disclosure lnterrog and Req for production 
to all Defs, aty Christopher Graham for Def. 
Sealing Technologies, LLC. 
Hearing Scheduled (Motion for Summary Peter D. McDermott 
Judgment 1 1/05/2007 01 :30 PM) 
(proposed) Order granting stip and motion for Peter D. McDermott 
extension of time for Def Eaton Electrical Inc. to 
respond to plntfs Master Req for Disclosure; 
lnterrog and REq for productio nto all Defs. aty 
Howard Burnett for Def. 
Defense notice of hearing on motion to enter Peter D. McDermott 
amended scheduling order, and submission of 
October version of proposed second amdned 
schedule order; aty Gary Cooper 
Affidavit of Rhonda Bolton; aty James Arnold for Peter D. McDermott 
plntfs 
Plntfs Motion for adoption of plntfs proposed Trial Peter D. McDermott 
Schedule; aty James ARnold for plntfs 
Notice of service - Def Will Brothers Chemical Peter D. McDermott 
Companys Supplemental Responses to Plntfs 
Master Discovery; aty Steven Kraft for Def. 
Plntfs Memorandum in support of Resp in Peter D. McDermott 
Opposition to Def Steel West, Inc's Motion for 
Summary Judgment, aty James Arnold for 
plntfs 
Plntfs Resp in Opposition to Def Steel West, Inc's Peter D. McDermott 
Motion for Summary Judgment, aty James 
Arnold for plntfs 
Notice of hearing; set for 12-10-07 at 1:30 pm Peter D. McDermott 
aty Gary Cooper for Def Bullough Abatement Inc. 
Hearing Scheduled (Motion for Summary David C Nye (Drug 
Judgment 1211012007 01 :30 PM) Court) 
Notice of service - Responses of Def Eaton Peter D. McDermott 
Electrical Inc. to plntfs Master Request for 
Disclosure; lnterrog and req for production to all 
defs ; Resp of Def Eaton Electrical Inc. to plntfs 
Master set of req for disclosure; set of General 
lnterrog and req for production to all Defs. and 
notice of service; aty Howard Burnett 
Memorandum in further support of Def Steel Peter D. McDermott 
West, Inc's Motion for summary judgment, aty 
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Reply Memorandum in further support of Def Peter D. McDermott 
Steel West, Inc's Motion for Summary Judgment, 
aty Don Carey for Def Steel West; 
Plntfs Response in Opposition to Certain Defs Peter D. McDermott 
Motions to sever for Trial; aty James Arnold and 
G Patterson Keahey for plntf 
Notice of service of discovery; Resp to plntfs Peter D. McDermott 
Master req for Disclosure lnterrog and req for 
production to all defs; aty Steven Brown for Def. 
Motion for Admission of Courtney Sach; aty Peter D. McDermott 
James Arnold and G Patterson Keahey for plntf 
Defendant ANV Chesterton's Expert Witness Peter D. McDermott 
Disclosure; aty David Maguire 
Deffendant ANV. Chesterton's Expert Witness Peter D. McDermott 
Disclosure; aty David Maguire for Def. AW 
Chesterton and Shepard Niles, Inc. 
Motion for Admission of Courtney Sach; aty Peter D. McDermott 
James Arnold and G Patterson Keahey for plntfs 
Plntfs expert witness designation; aty James Peter D. McDermott 
ARnold and G Patterson Keahey for plntfs 
Plntfs expert witness designation; aty James and Peter D. McDermott 
G Patterson Keahey 
Consolidated for Discovery Purposes and notice Peter D. McDermott 
of service ; aty Gary Dance for defs 
Consolidated for Discovery purposes and Notice Peter D. McDermott 
of service - aty Gary Dance 
Opposition to Plntfs Motion to consolidate and Peter D. McDermott 
Joinder in other defs Oppositions; aty Mary Price; 
Order for Admission of Courtney Sach; Peter D. McDermott 
J Mcdermott 1 1-2-07 
Interim Hearing Held; minute entry and order; Peter D. McDermott 
Jury Trial is set for 9-16-07 at 9:00 am: J 
Mcdermott 11-5-07, (plntfs motin to consolidate 
the cases of Castorena, Norton, Brower, and 
Adamson is DENIED, Defs Motion to Sever is 
DENIED, counsel for plntf moved to consolidate 
the cases of Castorena and Norton for Trial 
Purposes, the Court received oral argument 
(plntfs Motion to Consolidate Castorena and 
Norton for Jury Trial purposes only is GRANTED) 
set for jury trial on 9-16-08: pre Trial set for 
9-2-07 (there is no time in minute entry and order 
on this ) Defs Motion to enter second Amended 
Scheduling Order are TAKEN UNDER 
ADVISEMENT) FURTHER ORDERED, Def Steel 
Wests Motion for Summary Judgment is 
GRANTED: and Def Steel West shall be 
DISMISSED: J Mcdermott 11-5-07 
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11/9/2007 NOTC CAMILLE 
CAM I LLE 
Notice of hearing on Defs lngersoll Rand and 
Westinghouses Motions for Summary Judgment, 
aty Christopher Burke 
Peter D. McDermott 
Defendants lngersoll Rand and Westinghouses 
Statement of Undisputed Facts in support of 
Motion for Summary Judgment againgst Stoor; 
aty Christopher Burke 
Peter D. McDermott 
CAMILLE 
CAMILLE 
Defendants lngersoll Rand and Westinghouses 
Memorandum in support of motion for summary 
judgment against wrongful death plntfs, stoor, 
branch and frasure; aty Christopher Burke 
Peter D. McDermott 
Defs lngersoll Rand and Westinghouses motion 
for summary judgment against Wrongful Death 
Plntfs, Stoor, Branch and Frasure; aty 
Christopher Burke 
Peter D. McDermott 
Defendants lngersoll Rand and Westinghouses 
Statement of undisputed Facts in suport of Motion 
for Summary Judmgment against Branch; aty 
Christopher Burke 
Peter D. McDermott CAMILLE 
CAMILLE Defendants lngersoll Rand and Westinghouses 
Statement of undisputed facts in support of 
motion for summary judgment ag Frasure; aty 
Christopher Burke 
Peter D. McDermott 
Affidavit of Christopher C Burke in support of 
Defs lngersoll Rand and Westinghouses Motion 
for Summary Judgment Against Wrongful Death 
Plntfs; aty Christopher Burke 
Peter D. McDermott AFFD CAMILLE 
Affidavit of Christopher C Burke in support of 
Defs lngersoll Rand and Westinghouses Motion 
for Summary Judgment against personal injury 
plntfs Robert L Hronek and Norman L Day; aty 
Christopher Burke for Def. 
Peter D. McDermott AFFD CAMILLE 
Peter D. McDermott CAMILLE Defs lngersoll Rand and Westinghouses 
statement of undisputed Facts in support of 
motion for summary judgment against day; aty 
Christopher Burke 
Defs lngersol Rand and Westinghouses 
statement of undisputed facts in support of 
motion for summary judgment ag Hronek; 
Peter D. McDermott 
Peter D. McDermott 
CAMILLE 
CAMILLE Defs lngersoll Rand and Westinghouses 
Memorandum in support of Motion for summary 
Judgment against Personal injury plntfs Robert L 
Hronek and Norman L Day; aty Christopher 
Burkee 
Defs lngersoll Rand and Westinghouses Motion 
for summary judgment against personal injury 
plntfs Robert L Hronek and Norman L Day; aty 
Christopoher Burke 
Peter D. McDermott CAMILLE 
CAMILLE Peter D. McDermott Defendant AW Chestertons Amended Fact and 
Expert Witness Disclosure; aty David Maguire 
for Def AW Chesterton and Shepard Niles, Inc. 
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Stipulation for dismissal of UPRR ; ( UPRR only) Peter D. McDermott 
s l  Casey McGarvey for Def UPRR 
Stipulation of dismissal; for Owens ILLINOIS Inc. Peter D. McDermott 
aty Tom Lyons for Def. 
Defendant Bullough Abatement, Inc's Joinder to Peter D. McDermott 
Defs lngersoll Rand and Westinghouses Motions 
for summary Judgment, aty Gary Cooper 
Affidavit of Donald F Carey in support of def Peter D. McDermott 
Steel West, Inc's Memorandum of Costs; aty 
don Carey for Def. Steel West 
second amended Scheduling Order; J Peter D. McDermott 
Mcdermott 1 1-1 3-07 
Joinder of Def Advanced Industrial supply Peter D. McDermott 
company in Defs lngersoll Rand and 
Westinghouses Motions for summary judgment, 
aty Marc Nye 
Defendants Steel West, Inc's Memorandum Peter D. McDermott 
Costs; aty Don Carey for Def. 
Joinder by Crown Cork and Seal Company, Inc. Peter D. McDermott 
to Defs lngersoll Rand and Westinghouse motion 
for summary judg ag the personal 
Representatives and injured plntfs Robert L 
Hronek and Norman L Day, and Defs lngersoll 
Rand and Westinghouse Motion for summary 
judgmen ag Wrongful Death plntfs Stoor, Branch 
and Frasure; aty Cl  Johnson for Crown Cork 
and Seal 
Def Hill Brothers Chemical Companys Joinder in Peter D. McDermott 
Defs lngersoll Rand and Westinghouses Motion 
for Summary Judgment ag Wrongful Death Plntfs 
Stoor, Branch and Frasure; aty Steven Kraft for 
Hill Brothers Chemical Company 
Defendant Hill Brothers Chemical Companys Peter D. McDermott 
Joinder in Def lngersoll Rand and Westingyhouse 
motion for summary judgment against personal 
injury plntfs, Robert Hronek and Norman L Day; 
aty Steven Kraft for Hill Brothers Chemical 
Company 
ITT Corporations notice of joinder in motion for Peter D. McDermott 
summary judgment, aty Bruce Larson for ITT 
Corp 
Cleaver Brooks notice of joinder in motion for Peter D. McDermott 
summary judgment, aty Bruce Larson for 
Cleaver Brooks 
Plntfs Notice of service of Responses to Def IMO Peter D. McDermott 
Industries First lnterrog , first req for production 
and req for Admission to plntfs; aty G 
Paterrson Keahey for plntfs 
Notice of change of firm; aty Christopher Burke Peter D. McDermott 
SP 
Date 9/9/2008 ~ix$@f; ildi~ial District Court - Bannock Caun@&% ..&A#- tg%s-$ User DCANO 
*<&-v 
T~me. 01 06 PM ROA Report 
Page 36 of 62 Case: CV-2006-0002474-PI Current Judge: Peter D. McDermott 
Mlldred Castorena, etal. vs. General Electric, etal. 
Date Code User 
1 111 512007 CAMILLE 
1 1/16/2007 CAM1 LLE 
def Sterling Fluid Systems USA LLC Improperly Peter D. McDermott 
sued as sterling fluid systems Peerless Pumps 
Joinder in Def Ingersoll Rands and Def 
Westinghouses Motions for Summary Judgment; 
aty Gary Dance for Def Sterling Fluid Systems 
Def NIBCO's Inc's Joinder in defs Ingersoll Rand Peter D. McDermott 
and Westinghyouse motion for summary 
judgment ag personal injury plntfs, Robert L 
Hronek and Norman L Day; aty Don Farley for 
Def NIBCO's 









Hearing Scheduled (Jury Trial 09/16/2008 09:OO Peter D. McDermott 
AM) 
Def Warren Pumps, Inc's Joinder in Def lngersoll Peter D. McDermott 
Rands and Def Westinghouses Motions for 
summary judgment, aty Gary Dance 
Def Henry Vogt Machine Co's Joinder in Def Peter D. McDermott 
lngersoll Rands and Defendant Westinghouses 
Motions for Summary Judgment, aty Gary 
Dance for Henry Vogt Machine Co 
Def Rockwell Automation, Inc's Joinder in Def Peter D. McDermott 
lngersoll Rand and Westinghouses Motion for 
Summary Judgment against Wrongful Death 
Plntfs Stoor, Branch and Frasure; aty Donal 
Carey for Def Reliance electric Rockwell 
automation, inc Babbitt steam specialty co and co 
counsel for steel west 
Def Rockwell Automatio, Inc's joinder in Def Peter D. McDermott 
lngersoll Rand and Westinghouses motion for 
judgment against personal injury plntfs Robert L 
Hronek and Norman L Day; aty Donald Carey 
for Def Reliance Electric co Rockwell Automation, 
Inc. Babbitt Steam specialty Co and co counsel 
for Steel West, Inc. 
Def Reliance electric companys joinder in defs Peter D. McDermott 
lngersoll Rand and Westinghouses motion for 
summary judgment ag wrongful death plntfs 
Stoor, Branch and Frasure; aty Don Carey 
Def Reliance Electric Companys Joinder in Defs Peter D. McDermott 
lngersoll Rand and Westinghouses Motion for 
Summary Judgment ag personal injury plntfs , 
Robert L Hronek and Norman L Day; aty Don 
Carey for Defs 
Def Babbitt Steam Specialty companys joinder in Peter D. McDermott 
Defs lngersoll Rand and Westinghouses motion 
for summary judgment ag wrongful death plntfs 
Stoor, Branch an dFrasure; aty Don Carey for 
Defs 
Def Babbitt steam specialty companys joinder in Peter D. McDermott 
defs ingersoll Rand and Westinghouses motion 
for summary judgment ag personal injury plntfs, 
Robert L Hronek and Norman L Day; aty Don 
Carey for Defs. 60 
Date 9/9/2008 Sixbg224dicial District Court - Bannock Countv3* 
$@<-17 
User: DCANO 
Time 01 06 PM 
*p;*$ 
*-<w ROA Report e&"s!.Y" Z 3 d  
Page 37 of 62 Case: CV-2006-0002474-PI Current Judge: Peter D. McDermott 
M~ldred Castorena, etal. vs. General Electric, etal. 
Date Code User Judae 







1 1/20/2007 NOTC CAMILLE 
1 1/26/2007 CAMILLE 
CAMILLE 
Defs Garlock, Inc and Fairbanks Morse Pump Peter D. McDermott 
corporations Joinder in Defs lngersoll Rand and 
Westinghouses motion for summary judgment ag 
personal injury plntfs, Robert L Hronek and 
Norman L Day; aty Christopher Graham for Def 
GArlock Inc. and Fairbanks Morse Pump 
Corporation: 
Def Garlock, inc. and Fairbanks Morse Pump Peter D. McDermott 
Corporations Joinder in Defs lngersoll Rand and 
Westinghouses Motion ffor summary judgment ag 
wrongful death plntfs stoor, Branch and Frasure; 
aty Christopher Graham for Def. 
Def IMO Industries Joinder in Def lngersoll Rands Peter D. McDermott 
and Def Westinghouses Motions for summary 
judgment, aty Chris Hansen for Def IMO 
Joinder of Defs Crane Co. and Honeywell, Inc in Peter D. McDermott 
Defs lngersoll Rand and Westinghouses Motion 
for summary judgment against wrongful death 
plntfs Stoor Branch and Frasure; aty Kelly 
Cameron for Def Crane and Honeywell Inc. 
Joinder of Defs Crane Co. and Honeywell, inc in Peter D. McDermott 
Defs lngersoll Rand and Westinghouses motion 
for summary judgment ag personal injury plntfs 
Robert L Hronek and Norman L. Day 
Def Guard Line, Inc's Joinder in Defs lngersoll Peter D. McDermott 
Rand and Westinghouses Motion for Summary 
Judgment ag Wrongful eath Plntfs Stoor, Branch 
and Frasure; aty Brian Harper for Guard Line, 
Inc. 
Def Guard Line, Inc's Joinder in Defs lngersoll Peter D. McDermott 
Rand and Westinghouses Motion for Summary 
Judgment Ag personal injury plntfs Hronek and 
Day; aty Brian Harper for Guard Line Inc. 
Plntfs notice of service of plntfs resp to def Peter D. McDermott 
westinghouses first req for admissions and 
second supplemental interrog. and req for 
production of documents to plntfs; aty G 
Patterson Keahey for plntfs 
Def Paramount supply company joinder in defs Peter D. McDermott 
ingersoll rand and Westinghouses motion for 
summary judgment against wrongful death plntfs 
Stoor, Branch and Frasure; aty Steven Rizzo for 
Paamount Supply company 
Defs paramount supply companys joinder in defs Peter D. McDermott 
ingersoll rand and westinghouses motion for 
summary judgment against personal injury plntfs 
Hronek and Day; aty Steven Rizzo for def 
paramount supply company 
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Defs Zurn industries, LLC's joinder in defs Peter D. McDermott 
lngersoll Rand and Westinghouses Motion for 
summary judgment against personal injury plntfs 
Hronek and Day; aty Steven Rizzo for Def Zurn 
Industires, LLC 
Defs Zurn Industries, LLC's Joinder in Defs Peter D. McDermott 
lngersoll Rand and Westinghouses Motion for 
Summary Judgment against Wrongful Death 
Plntfs Stoor, Branch and Frasure; aty Steven 
Rizzo for Def Zurn Industires, LLC 
Plntfs Response in Opposition to Def Bullough Peter D. McDermott 
Abatement, Inc's Motion for Summary Judgment, 
aty James Arnold for plntfs 
Affidavit of G Patterson Keahey in support of Peter D. McDermott 
Plntfs Response in Opoposition to Def Bulloughs 
Motion for Summary Judgment; aty G Patterson 
Keahey 
Plntfs notice of hearing; aty G. Patterson Peter D. McDermott 
Keahey for plntfs 
Affidavit in support of plntfs response to Defs Peter D. McDermott 
lngersoll Rand and Westinghouses Motion for 
Summary Judgment Against personal injury plntfs 
, Robert L Hronek and Norman L Day; aty G 
Patterson Keahey for plntfs 
Plntfs Response to Defs lngersoll Rand and Peter D. McDermott 
Westinghouses Motion for summary judgment 
against wrongful death plntfs, Stoor, Branch and 
Frasure; aty James Arnold for plntfs 
Affidavit in support of Plntfs Response to Defs Peter D. McDermott 
lngersoll Rand and Westinghouses Motin for 
Summary Judgment against Wrongful Death 
plntfs, Stoor, Branch, and Frasure; aty G 
Patterson Keahey for plntfs 
Plntfs Response to Defs lngersoll Rand and Peter D. McDermott 
Westinghouses Motion for Summary Judgment 
against personal injury plntfs Robert L Hronek 
and Norman L Day; aty G Patterson Keahey for 
plntfs 
Plntfs notice of hearing; aty G Patterson Peter D. McDermott 
Keahey for plntfs 
Notice of Joinder by Eaton Electrical Inc. In Defs Peter D. McDermott 
lngersoll Rand and Westinghouses November 8, 
2007 motion for summary judgment against 
personal injury plntfs Robert L Hronek and 
Norman L Day and , Defs lngersoll Rand and 
Westinghouses Nobember 8, 2007 motion for 
summary judgment against wrongful death plntfs 
Stoor, Branch and Frasure; aty Howard Burnett 
for Def EAton Electrical 
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1 1 /30/2007 CAMILLE Defs A W Chesterton comp and Shepard Niles, 
incs joinder in defs ingersoll rands and 
Westinghouses motion for summary judgment ag 
the personal representatives and injured plntfs 
Robert L Hronek and Norman L Day and Defs 
lngersoll Rands and Westinghouses Motion for 
summary judgment ag wrongful death plntfs 
stoor, Branch and Frasure; aty David Maguire 
for Def AW Chesterton and Shepard Niles, Inc. 








1 2/5/2007 NOTC CAMILLE 
CAMILLE 
CAMILLE 
Order of dismissal regarding UPRR company; J 
Mcdermott 11-28-07 
IMO Industries Objection to plntfs Motion to 
include items in the case management and or 
scheduling; aty Chris Hansen for Def IMO 
Reply Brief of Defs lngersoll Rand and 
Westinghouses in support of motin for summary 
judgment against personal injury plntfs, Robert L 
Hronek and Norman L Day; aty Christopher 
Burke for CBS Corporation 
Reply Memorandum in support of Def Bulloughs 
motion for summary judgment, aty Gary Cooper 
for Bullough Abatement, Inc. 
Notice of Joinder by Gould Pumps, Inc. and 
Goulds Pumps Trading Corp in lngersoll Rand 
Westinghouses Motions for summary judgment; 
aty John Bailey 
Def Warren Pumps LLC's Opposition to Plntfs 
Motion to include items in the case management 
and or scheduling order; aty Gary Dance 
Reply Brief of Defs lngersoll Rand and 
Westinghouses in support of motion for summary 
judgment ag Wrongful Death plntfs Robert 
Branch William Frasure and John Stoor; aty 
Christopher Burke for CBS 
Notice of joinder by def eaton electrical inc. in 
Objection Oppositions to plntfs motion to include 
items in case management and or scheduling 
order; aty Howard Burnett for Def. 
Def NIBCO' s Inc's Joinder in Defs lngersoll Rand 
and Westinghouses Reply Brief in support of 
Motion for Summary Judgment Against Wrongful 
Death Plntfs Stoor, Branch and Frasure; aty 
Don Farley for Def NIBCO 
Defs NIBCO, Inc's Joinder in Defs lngersoll Rand 
and Westinghouses Reply Brief in support of 
motion against personal injury plntfs Robert 
Hronek and Norman L Day'; aty Don Farley for 
Def NIBCO 
6 3 
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Peter D. McDermott 
Peter D. McDermott 
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Def Bullough Abatement Inc's Joinder to defs Peter D. McDermott 
Warren Pumps LLC's and IMO lndustries 
Objections to plntfs Motion to include items in 
case management and or scheduling order; aty 
Gary Cooper 
Def NIBCO's Inc's Joinder in Def Warren Pumps, Peter D. McDermott 
LLC's Opposition to Plntfs Motion to include items 
in the case management and or scheduling order; 
aty don Farley for Def. 
Defs lngersoll Rand and Westinghyouses joinder Peter D. McDermott 
in objections/oppositions to plntfs Motion to 
include items in case management order and / or 
scheduling order; aty Christopher Burke 
IMo Industries Objection to plntfs motion to Peter D. McDermott 
include items in the case management and or 
scheduling order; aty Chris Hansen for Def IMO 
Defs lngersoll Rand and Westinghouses Joinder Peter D. McDermott 
in Objections Oppositions to plntfs motion to 
include items in case management orderland or 
scheduling order; aty Christopher Burke 
Def Garlock, Inc. and Fairbanks Morse Pump Peter D. McDermott 
Corporation Joinder in Def Warren Pumps, LLC's 
Opposition to plntfs Motion to include items in the 
case management and or scheduling Order; 
aty Chris Graham for Garlock Inc and Fairbanks 
Morse Pumps 
Def Hill Brothers Chemical Companys Joinder in Peter D. McDermott 
Oppositions to Plntfs Motion to include items in 
the case management and or scheduling order; 
aty Steven Kraft for Def. 
Def Hill Brothers Chemical Companys Joinder Peter D. McDermott 
with Defs lngersoll Rand and Westinghouse in 
there reply Brief in support of motion for summary 
judgment against wrongful death plntfs Robert 
Branch William D Frasure and John D Stoor; aty 
Steven Kraft for Defs. 
Def Hill Brothers Chemical Companys Joinder Peter D. McDermott 
with Defs lngersoll Rand and Westinghouse in 
their Reply Brief in support of motion for summary 
judgment against personal injury plntfs, Robert L 
Hronek and Norman Day ; aty Steven Kraft for 
Def. 
Defs Crane Co. and Honeywell, Inc's Joinder in Peter D. McDermott 
IMO lndustries and Warren Pumps Objections 
Oppositions to Plntfs Motion to Include items in 
case management order and or scheduling order; 
aty Randy Schmitz for Def. 
Interim Hearing Held; minute entry and order; Peter D. McDermott 
matter under Advisement: J Mcdermott 12-14-07 
&st 
Date 9/9/2008 ~i$%e$dicial District Court - Bannock ~oun$$& 
<*/;# 
User: DCANO 
Time 01 06 PM ROA Report 
*,@&+ 
Page 41 of 62 Case: CV-2006-0002474-PI Current Judge: Peter D. McDermott 
M~ldred Castorena, etal. vs. General Electric, etai. 
Date Code User 





12/13/2007 NOTC CAMILLE 
12/14/2007 HRSC CAMILLE 
12/20/2007 NOTC CAMILLE 
NOTC CAM I LLE 
NOTC CAMILLE 





Plntfs notice of service of plntfs resp to def Steel Peter D. McDermott 
West Inc's req. for Admissions, lnterrog and req 
for production of documents; aty Patterson 
Keahey for plntf 
Def Paramount supply companys Joinder in Peter D. McDermott 
Objections oppositions to plntfs motion to include 
items in case management order and or 
scheduling order; 
Def Zurn Industries, LLC's Joinder in Objections Peter D. McDermott 
Oppositions to plntfs motion to include items in 
case management order and or scheduling order; 
aty Steven Rizzo for Def. 
Notice of joinder in def lngersoll Rand and Peter D. McDermott 
Westinghouse pending motions for summary 
judgment, 
Notice of hearing; set for 3-10-08 : aty Gary Peter D. McDermott 
Dance 
Hearing Scheduled (Motion for Summary Peter D. McDermott 
Judgment 03/10/2008 01:30 PM) 
Plntfs notice of service of plntfs resp to def Peter D. McDermott 
reliance electric co's req for admissions lnterrog 
and req for production of documents; aty 
Patterson keahey for plntfs 
Plntfs notice of service of plntfs, Resp to def Steel Peter D. McDermott 
West Inc's req for Admissions and req for 
production of documents to Ted Castorena and 
his personal representative Tony Castorena; aty 
Patterson Keahey for plntf 
Plntfs notice of sevice of plntfs resp to def square Peter D. McDermott 
D Co's (schneider electric) req for admissions, 
supplemental interrog and req for production of 
documents: aty Patterson Keahey for plntfs 
Plntfs notice of service of plntfs response to def Peter D. McDermott 
Babbitt Steam Specialty Co's request for 
Admissions, lnterrog and req. for production of 
documents to Plntf Norman L Day; aty 
Patterson Keahey for plntf 
Plntfs notice of service plntfs response to def Peter D. McDermott 
Kelly Moore Paint Company req for admission 
and supplemental lnterrog and req for production 
of documents; 
Plntfs notice of service of plntfs Resp to Def Peter D. McDermott 
ALCO's (Alaska Copper Works) req for 
Admission, Supplemental lnterrog and req for 
production of documents; aty Patterson Keahey 
for plntfs 
Notice of service of discovery; Def Shepard Peter D. McDermott 
Niles Answers and Resp to Plntfs Master lnterrog 
and req for production; aty David Maguire for 
Defs. &5 
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Plntfs Notice of service of plntfs Resp to Def Peter D. McDermott 
ALCOfs (Alaska Copper Works) req for 
Admission and supplemental Interrog. and req for 
production of documents; aty Patterson Keahey 
for plntfs 
Plntfs notice of service of plntfs resp to def Peter D. McDermott 
square D Co's Schneider Electric; req for 
Admissions, supplemental lnterrog and req for 
production of documents; aty Patterson Keaheey 
for plntf 
Plntfs notice of service of plntfs Resp to Def Peter D. McDermott 
Babbitt steam specialty CO' s req for Admissions, 
lnterrog and Req for production of documents'; 
aty Patterson Keahey for plntf 
Plntfs notice of service of Plntfs Resp to Def Kelly Peter D. McDermott 
Moore Paint Companys Req for Admission and 
Supplemental lnterrog and req for production of 
documents; 
Plntfs notice of service of plntfs resp to def Peter D. McDermott 
HillBrothers Chemical Co's first req for admission, 
lnterrog and req for production of document to 
plntf; aty Patterson Keahey for plntf 
Def. Bullough Abatement, Inc's Status update and Peter D. McDermott 
submission of supplemental authority Re: 
Corporate incapacity summary judgment motions; 
aty Gary Cooper 
Order of dismissal regarding UPRR *****(Plntfs Peter D. McDermott 
complaint agains UPRR is Dismissed w/ prej) 
******** J Mcdermott 1-9-08 
Civil Disposition - order of dismissal regarding Peter D. McDermott 
UPRR : J Mcdermott 1-9-08 
Plntfs Motion to quash and objection to Defs Peter D. McDermott 
Subpoenaa Duces Tecum of Alvin Schnofeld, 
MD: aty G Patterson Keahey for plntf 
Plntfs notice of complaince with second amended Peter D. McDermott 
scheduling order regarding product identification; 
aty G Patterson Keahey for plntf 
Plntfs notice of complaince with second amended Peter D. McDermott 
scheduling order regarding product identification;; 
aty G Patterson Keahey for plntfs 
Notice of service of def Cleaver Brooks, Inc. fka Peter D. McDermott 
Cleaver Brooks a division of Aqua Chem, Inc's 
Answers to Plntfs Master Discovery; aty Bruce 
Larson for Cleaver Brooks 
Memorandum Decision and Order; (THE Peter D. McDermott 
NORTON CLAIMS AGAINST BULLOUGH ARE 
HEREBY DISMISSED, WITH PREJ: ) J 
Mcdermott 1-28-08 
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2/4/2008 NOTC CAMILLE 
2/6/2008 MEMO CAMILLE 
CAMILLE 







CAM I LLE 
CDlS CAMILLE 
MOTN CAMILLE 






Notice of vacating Hearing; (motion for Peter D. McDermott 
summary judgment is VACATED) aty Gary 
Dance for Defs WArren Pumps and Henry Vogt 
Machine, Inc. 
Memorandum in support of motion for rule 54 b Peter D. McDermott 
certificate of judgment on Hronek and Day 
Claims; aty Christopher Burke 
Plntfs notice of service of plnffs resp to defs Peter D. McDermott 
advanced industrial supply, inc. first set of 
discovery; aty G Patterson Keahey for plntf 
Motion to compel or in the alternative, motion for Peter D. McDermott 
summary judgment, aty chris Hansen for Def. 
IMO lndustries 
Memorandum in support of motion for summary Peter D. McDermott 
judgment or in the alternative, motion to compel; 
aty Chris Hansen for Def IMO lndustries 
Affidavit of Chris H Hansen in support of motion Peter D. McDermott 
for summary judgment or in the alternative motion 
to compel; aty Chris Hansen for Def. IMO 
Industires; 
Affidavit of Richard M Salzmann; aty Chris Peter D. McDermott 
Hansen for Def. IMO industries; 
Summary Judgment in Favor of Bullough Peter D. McDermott 
Abatement, Inc. (Bulough Abatement, Inc. is 
granted Summary Judgment and is hereby 
Dismissed:) J Mcdermott 2-6-08 
Civil Disposition; Bullough Abatement, Inc. is Peter D. McDermott 
Granted Summary Judgment and is hereby 
dismissed w/ prej: J Mcdermott 2-6-098 
Motion for rule 54b certificate of Judgment on Peter D. McDermott 
Hronek and Day Claims; aty Chris Burke 
Def Sterling Fluid Systems (USA) LLC's Peter D. McDermott 
Memorandum in support of motion for 
reconsideration;; aty Lee Radford for Def 
Sterling Fluid Systems 
Defs Joinder in Defs Westinghouses and Peter D. McDermott 
lngersoll Rands Motion for permissive Appeal; 
Def Sterling Fluid Systems (USA) LIC's Peter D. McDermott 
improperly sued as sterling fluid systems 
(peerless Pumps) motion for reconsideration; aty 
Lee Radford 
Def Sterling Fluid Systems (USA) LLC's Peter D. McDermott 
Improperly sued as sterling fluid systems 
(peerless Pumps) Notice of Hearing; aty Lee 
Radford for Def STerling fluid Systems 
Motion for expedited hearing on defs lngersoll Peter D. McDermott 
rand and Westinghouses motin for permissive 
appeal pursuant to ID Appellate Rule 12b: aty 
Chrisopher Burke for CBS: 
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CAM I LLE 
CAMILLE 
Defs lngersoll Rand and Westinghouses motion Peter D. McDermott 
for permissive appeal pursuant to ID Appellate 
Rule 12b 
Defss lngersoll Rand and Westinghouses Peter D. McDermott 
Memorandum in support of their motion for 
permissive appeal pursuant to ID Appellate rule 
12b; aty Christopher Burke for CBS 













Hearing Scheduled (Motion to Compel Peter D. McDermott 
03/10/2008 01 :30 PM) 
Hearing Scheduled (Motion 02/25/2008 01:30 Peter D. McDermott 
PM) 
Plntfs Response to Def Sterling Fluid systems Peter D. McDermott 
(USA) LLC's motion for reconsideration: aty G 
Patterson Keahey for plntf 
Plntfs Response in Opposition to Defs lngersoll Peter D. McDermott 
Rand and Westinghouses Motion for permissive 
appeal; aty G Patterson Keahey for plntfs 
Notice of hearing on Defs lngersoll Rand and Peter D. McDermott 
Westinghouses motion for fule 54 b certificate of 
judgment on Hronek and day claims; aty 
Christopher Burke 
Defs lngersoll Rand and Westinghouses joinder Peter D. McDermott 
in defs sterling fluid systems usa , LLC, Warren 
Pumps, inc. and Henry Vogt Machine Co's motion 
for reconsideration; aty Christopher Burke for 
CBS Corp 
Defs NIBCO, lncs joinder in defs Westinghouse Peter D. McDermott 
and lngersoll Rands Motion for rule 54b certificate 
of Judgment on Hronek and day claims; aty Don 
FArley for NIBCO Inc. 
Defs NIBCO, inc's Joinder in Defs Sterling Fluid Peter D. McDermott 
systems USA LLC's Warren Pumps, Inc. and 
Henry Vogt Machine Co's motion for 
reconsideration';; aty Don Farley for Def 
NIBCO: 
Defs NIBCO, incs joinder in Defs lngersoll Rand Peter D. McDermott 
and Westinghouses Motion for expedited hearing 
and Motion for permissive appeal pursuant to 
appellate rule 12b: aty Don Farley for Def. 
NIBCO 
Def Hill Brothers chemical companys joinder with Peter D. McDermott 
CBS Corporations motion for rule 54b certificate 
of Judgment on Hronek and day Claims; aty 
Michael Moore for Def. Hill Brothers 
Order granting expedited hearing on defs Peter D. McDermott 
lngersoll Rand and Westinghouses motion for 
permissive appeal pursuant to IAR 12b; aty 
Christopher Burke for CBS 
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CAMILLE Cleaver Brooks notice of joinder in defs ingersoll Peter D. McDermott 
rand and westinghouses motion for expedited 
hearing and motion for permissive appeal 
pursuant to appellate rule 12b: aty Bruce Larson 












Cleaver Brooks notice of joinder in Defs lngersoll Peter D. McDermott 
Rand and Westinghouses motin for rule 54b 
certificate; aty Bruce Larson for Cleaver Brooks 
Cleaver Brooks notice of joinder in Defs Sterling Peter D. McDermott 
fluid systems USA LLC's Warren Pumps, inc. and 
Henry Vogt Machine Co's Motion for 
Reconsideration; aty Bruce Larson for Cleaver 
Brooks Inc. 
ITT corporations notice of joinder in Defs Sterling Peter D. McDermott 
fluid systems USA LLC's Warren Pumps, Inc and 
Henry Vogt Machine co's motion for 
reconsideration; aty Bruce Larson for ITT Corp. 
ITT Corporation notice of joinder in Defs lngersoll Peter D. McDermott 
rand and Westinghouses motion for rule 54b 
cerftificate; aty Bruce Larson for ITT 
Defs Warren Pumps Inc's and Henry Vogt Peter D. McDermott 
Machine Co's joinder in def sterling fluid systems 
LLC's motion for reconsideration; aty Gary 
Dance for Def Warren Pumps Inc. and Henry 
Vogt Machine 
Def Sterling Fluid stystems USA LLC's Reply in Peter D. McDermott 
support of motion for reconsideration; aty Gary 
Dance for Def Sterling Fluid Systems 
Def Crown Cork and Seal Company, Inc's joinder Peter D. McDermott 
in pending defs motions regading summary 
judgment order; aty C1 Johnson 
Defs Garlock Inc. and Fairbanks Morse pump Peter D. McDermott 
Corporations joinder in Defs lngersoll Rand and 
Westinghouses motion for permissive appeal 
pursuant to ID. Appellate Rule 12b: aty 
Christopher Graham for Def. GAlock in and 
Fairbanks Morse Pump Corporation 
Defs lngersoll Rand and Westinghouses Reply in Peter D. McDermott 
support of their motion for permissive appeal 
pursuant to ID. appellate Rule 12b; aty 
Christopher Burke for CBS Corporation 
Defs A W Chesterton Company and Shepard Peter D. McDermott 
Niles Inc's joinder in ingersoll Rand and 
Westinghouses motin for permissive appeal; aty 
David Maguire for Def. AW Chesterton and 
Shepard Niles, Inc. 
Defs Galock inc and fairbanks morse pump Peter D. McDermott 
corporations joinder in def sterling fluid systems 
USA LLC'sj motion for reconsideration; aty Chris 
Graham for Defs. 69 
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Def Crane Co and Honeywell international, Inc's Peter D. McDermott 
notice of joinder in defs ingersoll rand and 
westinghouse motin for expedited hearing and 
motion for permissive appeal pursuant to 
appellate rule 12b; aty Randall Schmitz for def 
Crane Co and Honeywell international, inc. 
Def Crane Co and Honeywell international, inc's Peter D. McDermott 
notice of joinder in defs ingersoll rand and 
westinghouses motion for rule 54b certificate; 
aty Randall Schmitz for Def Crane Co. and 
Honey well 
Def Crane co and Honeywell international, inc's Peter D. McDermott 
notice of joinder in defs sterling fluid systems 
USA LLC's , Warren Pumps, inc and Henry Vogt 
Machine co motion for reconsideration; aty 
Randall Schmitz for defs crane co and Honey well 
international; 
IMO industries notice of joinder in defs sterling Peter D. McDermott 
fluid systems USA LLC's Warren Pumps, inc. 
and Henry Vogt Machine co's motion for 
reconsideration; aty Chris Hansen for def 
IMO industries notice of joinder in defs ingersoll Peter D. McDermott 
rand and westinghouses motion for expedited 
hearing and motion for permissive appeal 
pursuant to appellate rule 12b ; aty Chris 
Hansen for Def. 
IMO industries notice of joinder in defs ingersoll Peter D. McDermott 
rand and westinghouses motion for rule 54b 
certificate; aty Chris Hansen for Def IMO 
Def Hill Brothers Chemical Companys joinder with Peter D. McDermott 
fluid systems USA LLC, Warren Pumps, inc and 
Henry Vogt Machine Co's motion for 
reconsideration; aty Steven Kraft for Def Hill 
Brothers Chemical Company 
Defs Gould Pumps, inc. and goulds pumps Peter D. McDermott 
trading corp's joinder in defs westinghouse and 
ingersollrands motion for rule 54b certificate of 
judgment on Hronek and Day Claims; aty John 
Bailey for gould pumps inc and goulds pumps 
trading corp. 
Defs Gould Pumps, inc and goulds Pumps Peter D. McDermott 
Trading Corps joinder in def lngersoll rand and 
Westinghouses motion for expedited hearing and 
motion for permissive appeal pursuant to 
appeallate rule 12b: aty John Bailey for Gould 
Pumps Inc. and Goulds Pumps Trading Corp. 
Defs Gould Pumps, Inc. and Goulds Pumps Peter D. McDermott 
Trading Corps joinder in def sterling fluid systems 
USA LLC, WArren Pumps, Inc. and Henry Vogt 
Machine Co's motion for reconsideration; aty 
John Bailey for gould pumps 
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Notice of joinder by Eaton electrical inc. in., Defs 
Westinghouse and ingersoll rands motion for rule 
54b certificate of judgment on Hronek and day 
claims; Defs lngersoll Rand and Westinghouses 
motion for permissive appeal pursuant to ID 
Appellate Rule 12b, Def Sterling Fluid Systems 
USA LLC's Motion for reconsideration; aty 
Howard Burnett for Def EAton Elec 
Affidavit of Ben Ritchie; aty Lee Radford for FMC 
FMC Corporations notice of hearing; set for 
3-10-08; aty Lee Radford for FMC 
FMC Corporations motion fo quash; aty Lee 
Radford for FMC 
Notice of service of discovery; Depo of FMC 
Corp. aty G Patterson Keahey 
Notice of service of discovery; Depo of Crane 
Company; aty G Patterson Keahey 
FMC Corporations Memorandum in support of 
Motion to quash; aty Lee Radford for FMC 
2nd Affidavit of Ben Ritchie; aty Lee Radford or 
FMC 
Notice of vacating Hearing; aty Lee Radford for 
FMC; 
Hearing result for Motion to Compel held on 
0311012008 01:30 PM: Hearing Vacated 
Notice vacateing notice of Depo of FMC 
Corporation; aty G Patterson Keahey for plntfs 
Notice vacating hearing set on motion for 
summary judgment; aty Chris Hansen for def 
IMO 
Stipulation for dismissal of IMO Industries; aty 
Chris Hansen for Def IMO Industries 
Filing: T - Civil Appeals To The Supreme Court 
($86.00 Directly to Supreme Court Plus this 
amount to the District Court) Paid by: Petersen, 
Parkinson Receipt number: 0010262 Dated: 
311812008 Amount: $15.00 (Check) For: [NONE] 
Appealed To The Supreme Court 
NOTICE OF APPEAL; James C. Arnold, Atty for 
Plntfs. 
Recevied CK 12252 $100.00 for Clerk's Record 
and Ck#12253 $86.00 for Supreme Court. 
Peter D. McDermott 
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Peter D. McDermott 
Peter D. McDermott 
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311 812008 MEMO CAMILLE Memorandum Decision and Order; Mem Peter D. McDermott 
Decision and Order, re: Bulooughts Mot. for 
Summ Judgment, 1-28-08 as such, the claim filed 
against Bullough is hereby dismissed with prej, 
and a final judgment will be entered in 
accordance with IRCP 54bl In addition to 
dismissing Bullough this court has also entered 
order of dismissal regarding the following defs : 
Pilkington North America, Inc. Union Carbide 
Corp; P & H Mining Equipment, Inc. FMC Corp 
Steel West, Inc; and UPRR: these cases have 
been combined for trial purposes only. A Pre 
Trial conference is set for 9-2-08. The Jury Trial 
,- "'s is set for 9-16-08 at 900  am: J Mcdermott 
3-18-08 
ORDR CAMILLE Order of dismissal of IMO Industries; IMO Peter D. McDermott 
Industries be and the same hereby is dismissed 
with prej and with each party to bear its own attys 
fees and costs; J Mcdermott 3-14-08 
CDlS CAMILLE Civil Disposition; Order of dismissal of IMO Peter D. McDermott 
Industries; J Mcdermott 3-14-08 
MEMO CAMILLE Memorandum Decision and Order; ( these Peter D. McDermott 
cases have been combined for trial purposes 
only; a pre trial and jury trial will be set) J 
Mcdermott 3-1 8-08 
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3/18/2008 CAMILLE Judgment; that the personal injury claims filed Peter D. McDermott 
by Robert Hronek and Norman Day are hereby 
dismissed w l  prej. the wrongful death claims 
filed in that same case by Alene Stoor, individually 
and as a spouse and personal representative of 
the estate of John Stoor Stephanie Branch, 
individually and as a personal representative of 
the estate of Robert Branch, jr. and Marlene 
Kisling individually and as personal rep of the 
estate of William Frasure, are also hereby 
dismissed with prej , plntfs failed to satisfy the 
applicable statute of limitations, any of their 
claims pertaining to injuries resulting from alleged 
asbestos exposure, including claims of 
negligence and strict liability are hereby 
dismissed w l  prej. however this court notes that 
any negligence and strict liability claims submitted 
by Mildred Castorena . In addition, the claims 
alleged by each plntf listed in the complaint, 
including Mildred Castorena, as set forth in 
counts Ill and IV are also hereby dismissed w l  
prej as to each named def . count II of the 
complaint as submitted by plntfs Stoor, Branch, 
Frasure, Hronek and Day is also dismissed w l  
prej. as to each named def , Counts I, IV, VII, 
and IX all set forth allegations of negligence, 
those claims as submitted by plntfs Stoor, 
Branch, Frasure, Hronek and DAy are barred, 
and this court hereby dismisses those counsts w l  
pre as to each named def. count V is the only 
claim remaining to all of the plntfs named in the 
complaint, Mildred Castorena may still individually 
pursue her negligence claims. Court also notes 
that the Defs have previously been dismissed in 
cv 200652474 Pilkington North American, Inc. 
Union Carbide Corp P & H Mining Equipment, Inc. 
FMC Corp; Steel West, Inc. UPRR and Owens 
Illinois, Inc. Court also dismissed the claim filed 
against Bullough Abatement, I nc. since the 
action was filed outside of the allowable time 
frame. The following defs have also previously 
been dismissed from tha case Pilkington North 
America, inc. 
MlSC CAMILLE THIS IS CONTINUED FROM THE JUDGMENT, Peter D. McDermott 
Union Carbide Corp; P & H Mining Equipment, Inc 
FMC Corp; Steel West, Inc and UPRR ; Defs are 
entitled to an award of reasonable court incurred 
herein as the prevailing parties, and each party 
shall pay their own attys fees; J Mcdermott 
3-18-08 
CAMILLE Def Reliance Electric co's designation of expert Peter D. McDermott 
witnesses; aty Don Carey for Reliance Electric co 
Rockwell Automation, inc Babbitt Steam Specialty 
co and co counsel for Steel West, inc. 
13 
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CAM l LLE 
Def BabbiH Steam Specialty eo's Designation of Peter D. McDerrnott 
expert witnesses; aty don Carey for Def 
Reliance Electric co Rockwell Automation, inc 
Babbitt Steam Specialty co and co counsel for 
Steel West, inc. 
Def rockwell Automation, inc's Designation of Peter D. McDermott 
expert witnesses; aty don Carey for Defs 
Reliance Electric co Rockwell Automation, Inc. 
Babbitt Steam Specialty Co. and co counsel for 
Steel West, Inc. 
Defendant Eaton Electrical Inc's Witnesses; aty Peter D. McDermott 
Howard Burnett for Def Eaton Electrical Inc. 
Def Eaton Electrical Inc's Designation of Expert Peter D. McDermott 
Witnesses; aty Howard Burnett for Def EAton 
Electrical Inc. 
Cleaver Brooks, Inc expert witness disclosure and Peter D. McDermott 
joinder in the expert designation of WArren 
Pumps, Inc. aty Bruce Larson for Def Cleaver 
Brooks Inc. 
Cleaver Brooks, Inc Expert witness disclosure Peter D. McDermott 
and joinder in the expert designation of Warren 
Pumps, Inc. : aty Bruce Larson for def Cleaver 
Brooks , inc. 
ITT Corporations witness disclosure; aty Bruce Peter D. McDermott 
Larson for ITT Corp : 
Def Advanced industrial suply, Inc's joinder in Peter D. McDermott 
defense expert designation of Warren Pumps, 
Inc. : aty Carol Tippi Volyn 
Def Gould Pumps, Inc and Goulds Pumps Peter D. McDermott 
Trading corps expert witnesses disclosure; aty 
John Bailey for Gould Pumps Inc. 
Def Sterling fluid Systems USA LLC's improperly Peter D. McDermott 
sued as sterling fluid systems peerless pumps 
expert witnesses disclosure; aty Gary Dance 
AW Chesterton Companys Amended expert Peter D. McDermott 
witness disclosure; aty David Maguire for def 
AW Chesterton and Shepard Niles 
Notice of service of discovery; aty David Maguire Peter D. McDermott 
for AW Chesterton and Shepard Niles, Inc. 
AW Chesterton companys Exhibit Disclosure; aty Peter D. McDermott 
David Maguire for def AW Chesterton and 
Shepard Niles, Inc. 
Def Warren Pumps, Inc's expert witness Peter D. McDermott 
disclosure; aty Gary Dance for Warren Pumps, 
I nc. 
Shepard Niles, Inc's Amended expert witness Peter D. McDermott 
disclosure; aty David Maguire for def AW 
Chesterton and Shepard Niles, Inc. 
75f 
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CAMILLE Def Square D companys expert and Lay Witness Peter D. McDermott 
Designations; aty Steven Brown for Def Square 
D Company incorrectly named as Schneider 
Electric 
CAMILLE Def Alaskan CopperIAlcos expert and Lay Peter D. McDermott 












ST1 P CAMILLE 
Def Kelly Moore Paint Company Inc's expert and Peter D. McDermott 
Lay Witness Designations; aty Steven Brown for 
def Kelly Moore Paint Company inc. 
Def Sterling fluid systems USA LLC's Peter D. McDermott 
Memorandum in support of motion for 
reconsideration; aty Lee Radford for Sterling 
Fluid systems LLC 
Def Sterling Fluid systems USA LLC' reply in Peter D. McDermott 
support of motion for reconsideration; aty Leed 
Radford for Sterling Fluid Systems USA, LLC 
Def Sterlin Fluid systems USA LLC's improperly Peter D. McDermott 
sued as sterling fluid systems peerless pumps 
motion for reconsideration: aty Lee Radford for 
Def Sterling Fluid systems LLC. 
Def Sterling fluid systems USA LLC's improperly Peter D. McDermott 
sued as sterling fluid systems (peerless Pumps; 
notice of hearing; aty Lee Radford for Def 
STerling Fluid systems USA LLc: 
Defs Garlock sealing Technologies, LLC and Peter D. McDermott 
Fairbanks Morse Pump Corporation expert 
witness disclosure and joinder in Warren Pumps, 
Inc's Medical expert witness disclosure; aty 
Chris Graham for Def. Garlock sealing 
technologies, LLC 
Def Paramount supply companys joinder in Peter D. McDermott 
defense expert designation of Warren Pumps, 
Inc. aty Steven Rizzo 
Cleaver Brooks, inc, supplemental witness Peter D. McDermott 
disclosure; aty Bruce Larson for def Cleaver 
Brooks inc. 
Cleaver Brooks, Inc. supplemental witness Peter D. McDermott 
disclosure; aty Bruce Larson for def Cleaver 
Brooks 
Guard Line, Inc's Designation and Disclosure Peter D. McDermott 
Statement of Fact, Lay and expert witnesses; aty 
Brian Harper for def Guard Line, Inc. 
Stipulation to dismiss Crown Cork and Seal Peter D. McDermott 
Company inc, without prej, with each party to 
Bear their own costs and attorney fees; aty C/ 
Johnson 
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3/27/2008 MEMO CAMILLE 
MEMO CAMILLE 
3/28/2008 MEMO CAMILLE 
4/1/2008 MEMO CAMILLE 









Civil Disposition; order dismissing Crown Cork Peter D. McDermott 
and Seal, w/ out prej, , with each party to bear 
their own costs and attorney fees: J Mcdermott 
3-24-08 
Certificate Of service of order dismissing Crown Peter D. McDermott 
Cork and Seal inc. without prej with each party to 
bear their own costs and attorney fees; aty C/ 
Johnson for Crown cork and seal 
Joinder of def Crane Co. in Defense Expert Peter D. McDermott 
Designation of Warren Pumps, Inc, aty Randall 
Schmitz for def Crane Co. 
Joinder of Def Honeywell, Inc in Defense expert Peter D. McDermott 
Designation of Warren Pumps, Inc. aty Randall 
Schmitz for def Honeywell, Inc. 
lngersoll - Rand's Memorandum of Costs; aty Peter D. McDermott 
Christopher Burke 
Westinghouses Memorandum of Costs; aty Peter D. McDermott 
Christopher Burke 
Defendant NIBCO, Inc's Memorandum of Costs; Peter D. McDermott 
aty Don Farley for Def NIBCO, Inc. 
Shepard Niles, Inc's Memorandum of Costs; Peter D. McDermott 
aty David Maguire for def AW Chesterton and 
Shepard Niles, Inc. 
A.W. Chesterton Companys Memorandum of Peter D. McDermott 
Costs; aty David Maguire for Def AW 
Chesterton and Shepard Niles Inc. 
Def Garlock sealing technoligies, LLC's Peter D. McDermott 
Memorandum of Costs; aty Christopher Graham 
for def Garlock Sealing Technologies. 
Defs Alaskan Copper Works, Kelly Moore Paint Peter D. McDermott 
company, Inc. and square D's Memorandum of 
Costs; aty Steven Brown for def ALCO, Alaska 
Copper Works, Square D Company 
Defs Gould Pumps, Inc and Goulds Pumps Peter D. McDermott 
Trading corps Memorandum of costs and Affidavit 
of counsel; aty JohnBailey for Gould Pumps Inc 
and Goulds Pumps Trading Corp. 
Defs Gould Pumps, Inc and Goulds Pumps Peter D. McDermott 
Trading Corp's Motion for costs; aty JohnBailey 
for gould pumps and goulds pumps trading corp. 
Cleaver Brooks, Inc Memorandum of Costs; Peter D. McDermott 
aty Bruce Larson for Cleaver Brooks, Inc Cleaver 
Brooks a division of aqua Chem, Inc. 
ITT Corporations Memorandum of Costs; aty Peter D. McDermott 
Bruce Larson for ITT Corporation 171- Industries 
Inc. and Bell and Gossett a division of ITT 
Def Eaton Electrical, Inc's verified Memorandum Peter D. McDermott 
of costs; aty Howard Burnett for def Eaton 
Electrical Inc. 16 
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411 512008 NOTC CAMILLE 
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NOTC CAMILLE 
ATTR CAMILLE 
411 812008 CAMILLE 
Def Warren Pumps, Inc's Memorandum of costs; Peter D. McDermott 
aty Ben Ritchie for defs Warren Pumps,lnc. 
Def Henry Vogt Machine Co's Memorandum of Peter D. McDermott 
costs; aty Ben Ritchie for Def Henry Vogt 
Machine co 
Def Sterling fluid systems (USA) LLC's improperly Peter D. McDermott 
sued as sterling fluid systems (peerless pumps) 
Memorandum of Costs; aty Ben Ritchie for Def 
STerling fluid systems 
Defendant Crane Co's Memorandum of costs; Peter D. McDermott 
aty Randall Schmitz 
Defendant Honeywell, Inc;s Memorandum of Peter D. McDermott 
Costs; aty Randall SChmitz for def Honeywell, 
inc. 
Hill Brothers Chemical Companys Memorandum Peter D. McDermott 
of Costs; aty Steven Kraft 
Def Guard Line, Inc's Motion for summary Peter D. McDermott 
Judgment, aty Brian Harper for Def Guard Line, 
Inc. 
Def Guard Line, Inc's Memorandum in support of Peter D. McDermott 
motion for summary judgment, aty Brian Harper 
for ef Guard Line, Inc. 
Affidavit of Brian Harper in support of Guard Line, Peter D. McDermott 
Inc's motion for summary judgment, aty Brian 
Harper for Def Guard Line, Inc. 
Affidavit of H Lee Stanley; aty Brian Harper ofr Peter D. McDermott 
Def Guard Line, Inc. 
Notice of hearing on def Guard Line, Inc's motion Peter D. McDermott 
for summary judgment, aty Brian Harper for Def 
Guard Line, Inc. 
Plntfs notice of service - notice of rule 30b6 Peter D. McDermott 
Deposition of lngersoll Rand Corporation; aty G 
Patterson Keahey for plntf 
Notice of rule 30b6 Deposition of lngersoll Rand Peter D. McDermott 
Corp. aty G Patterson Keahey for plntfs 
IDAHO SUPREME C0URT;Transmittal of Peter D. McDermott 
Document; Order, Counsel for Appellants shall 
file a Motion to Establish Title within 14 days from 
this order setting out the proper caption for this 
appeal. Counsel shall serve the Motion to 
Establish Title on all parties. 
Amended notice of hearing on def Guard Line, Peter D. McDermott 
Inc's Motion for summary judgment, aty Brian 
Harper for Def Guard Line, Inc. 
Defendant: Guard-Line Inc Attorney Retained Peter D. McDermott 
Brian D Harper 
Def Warren Pumps, Inc's motion for summary Peter D. McDermott 
judgment Re: plntf Castorena; aty Gary Dance 
for Def WArren Pumps, Inc. 77 
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Defendant Warren Pumps, Inc's Memorandum in Peter D. McDermott 
suppod of motion for summary judgment RE: 
Plntf Castorena: aty Gary Dance 
Affidavit of Ben Ritchie; aty Gary Dance for Def Peter D. McDermott 
Warren Pumps, Inc. 
Hearing Scheduled (Motion for Summary Peter D. McDermott 
Judgment 05/19/2008 01:30 PM) 
Defendant Alaskan copper Works, Kelly Moore Peter D. McDermott 
paint company, inc and squareds motion for 
summary judgment re abatement of plntf 
castorenas cause of action ; aty steven brown 
Affidavit of counsel in support of motin for Peter D. McDermott 
summary judgment re: abatement of plntf 
castorenas cause of action; aty Steven Brown 
for ALCO (Alaskan Copper works, Square D 
Company incorrectly named as Schneider 
electric, Kelly Moore paint company, Inc) 
Defs Alaskan Copper works, Kelly Moore paint Peter D. McDermott 
company inc, and square D's Memorandum in 
support of Motion for summary Judgment Re: 
abatement of plnf castorenas cause of action;; 
aty Steven Brown for Def ALCo Schneider 
Electric, Kelly Moore paint company, inc. 
Affidavit of Lori Nelson in support of motion for Peter D. McDermott 
summary judgment RE: abatement of plntf 
castorenas cause of action; aty Steven Brown 
for defs ALCo Square D Company and Kelly 
Moore paint company, Inc. 
Notice of hearing; for summary judgment re; Peter D. McDermott 
abatement of plntf Castorenas cause of action'; 
aty Steven Brown for ALCO , Square D Company 
and Kelly Moore Paint Company, Inc. 
Defendant NIBCO, inc's joinder in def Warren Peter D. McDermott 
Pumps, incs motion for summary judgment re: 
plntf Castorena; aty Don Farley for DEF 
Def lngersoll Rand and Westinghouses joinder in Peter D. McDermott 
def Warren Pumps, inc's motion for summary 
judgment re: plntf Castorena; aty Christopher 
Burke 
Notice of joinder by Eaton Electrical inc. in def Peter D. McDermott 
Waren Pumps, Inc's motion for summary 
judgment re: Plntf Castorena; aty Howard 
Burnett for def Eaton Electrical Inc (formerly 
known as cutler hammer inc) 
Notice of joinder by eaton electrical inc. in defs Peter D. McDermott 
Alaskan Copper works, Kelly Moore Paint 
Company, inc and square D's Motion for 
Summary Judgment Re: Abatement of Plntf 
Castorenas cause of Action; aty Howard Burnett 
for Eaton Electrical Inc. (formerly known as 
Cutler Hammer Inc.) 78 
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Civil Disposition; for the following parties only Peter D. McDermott 
(Westinghouse $1,733.25, lngersoll Rand 
$1733.25, Nibco, Inc $1838.86, Shepard Niles, 
Inc $1 041.20, A.W. Chesterton Co $1 530.40, 
Cleaver Brooks, Inc $706.12, ITT Corporation 
$706.12, Eaton Electrical, lnc $1861.91, gould 
Pump, Inc adn Goulds Pumps Trading Corp 
$191 3.73, Garlock Sealin Technologies 
$1866.81, Alaskan Copper Works, Kelly Moore 
Paint C. and Square D's $1998.93, Henry Vogt 
Machine Co. $279.50, Warren Pumps, Inc 
$279.50, Sterling Fluid Systems (USA) LLC 
$279.50, Crane Co. $334.02, Honeywell, lnc 
$58.00, Hill Brothers Chemical $2,098.32:) J 
Mcdermott 4-23-08 
Defs Garlock in and fairbanks Morse Pump Peter 6. McDermott 
Corporations Joinder in def Warren Pumps, Inc's 
Motion for summary Judgment RE: Plntf 
Castorena ; aty Chris Graham for Def Galock 
Sealing Technoligies, and Fairbanks Morse Pump 
Corp 
Joinder of defendant advanced industrial supply Peter D. McDermott 
company in def Warren Pumps Inc's Motion for 
summary judgment RE: plntf Castorena: aty 
Carol Volyn 
Def Crane Co's joinder in Warren Pumps Inc's Peter D. McDermott 
Motion for summary judgment re: plntf Castorena; 
aty Randall Schmitz for def Crane 
Def Hill Brothers Chemical Companys joinder in Peter D. McDermott 
def WArren Pumps, inc's motion for summary 
judgment Re: plntf Castorena; aty Steven Kraft 
for Def Hill Brothers Chemical Company 
Notice of joinder by Hill Brothers Chemical Peter D. McDermott 
Company in defs Alaska Copper Works, Kelly 
Moore paint company, inc and square D's motion 
for summary judgment re: Abatement of plntf 
Castorenas cause of action; aty Steven Kraft 
for def Hill Brothers Chemical Company 
Defendant Henry Vogt Machine Co's notice Peter D. McDermott 
joinder; aty Gary Dance for Def Henry Vogt 
Machine Co. 
Def Warren Pumps, inc's joinder in Defs Alaskan Peter D. McDermott 
Copper Works, Kelly Moore paint Co Inc. and 
square D's motion for summary judgment re: 
abatement of plntf Castorena's cause of action; 
aty Gary Dance for Def Warren Pump 
Defendant sterling fluid systems (USA) LLC's Peter D. McDermott 
improperly sued as sterling fluid systems peerless 
pumps; notice of joinder: aty Gary Dance for 
Sterling fluid 
79 
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Def Zurn industries, LLC's joinder in def WArren Peter D. McDermott 
Pumps, inc's motion for summary judgment RE: 
Plntf Castorena aty Steven Rizzo for Zurn 
Industries, LLC 
Def Paramount Supply companys joinder in the Peter D. McDermott 
motion of defs Alaskan Copper Works, Kelly 
Moore Paint and square D for summary 
Judgment of plntf Castorena's cause of action; 
aty Steven Rizzo 
Def Garlock Inc and Fairbanks Morse Pump Peter D. McDermott 
Corporations Joinder in defs Alaskan Copper 
Works Kelly Moore paint company inc and square 
D's motion for summary judgment RE: 
abatement of plntf Castorena's cause of Action; 
aty Christopher Graham for defs 
Defendant Paramount supply companys joinder in Peter D. McDermott 
def WArren Pumps inc's motion for summary 
judgment re: plntf Castorena: aty Steven Rizzo 
for def Paramount supply company 
Def lngersoll Rand and Westinghouses Joinder in Peter D. McDermott 
the motion of Defs Alaskan Copper Works, Kelly 
Moore Paint and square D for summary 
Judgment re: Abatement of Plntf Castorenas 
cause of action; aty Christopher Burke for CBS 
Coproration, a Delaware corp 
Def Guard line, inc's joinder in def Warren Pump, Peter D. McDermott 
Inc's motion for summary judgment Re: plntf 
Castorena : aty Brian Harper for def Guard Line, 
Inc. 
Def Guard Line, inc's joinder in defs Alaskan Peter D. McDermott 
Copper works, Kelly Moore paint and square D's 
motion for summary judgment RE: abatement of 
plntf Castorena's cause of action; aty Brian 
Harper for Guard Line, Inc. 
Def Zurn industries, LLC's joinder in the motion of Peter D. McDermott 
defs Alaskan Coopper Works, Kelly Moore paint 
and square D for summary judgment re: 
abatement of plntf Castorena's cause of action; 
aty Steven Rizzo for def Zurn Industries, 
Def NIBXO inc's joinder in Alaskan Copper Peter D. McDermott 
Works, Kelly Moore paint company, inc and 
square d's motion for summary judgment re 
abatement of plntf Castorenas cause of action; 
aty Don Farley for Def NIBCO Inc. 
Def Shepard Niles, inc's joinder in Warren Peter D. McDermott 
Pumps, inc's motion for summary judgment re 
Plaintiff Castorena; aty David Maguire for def 
Shepard Niles, inc 
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Def Shepard Niles, Inc's Joinder in Alaskan Peter D. McDerrnott 
Copper Works Kelly Moore Paint Company, Inc 
and square D's motion for summary judgment re 
abatement of plntf Castorenas cause of action; 
aty David Maguire for def Shepard Niles 
Def A W Chesterton Companys Joinder in Peter D. McDermott 
Warren Pumps, Inc's Motion for summary 
judgment re Plaintiff Castorena: aty David 
Maguire for def AW Chesterton 
Def AW Chesterton Companys Joinder in Peter D. McDermott 
Alaskan Copper Works, Kelly Moore paint 
company inc and square d's motion for summary 
judgment re abatement of plntf Castorenas cause 
of action; aty David Maguire for def AW 
Chesterton 
Def Crane Co's Joinder in Alaskan Copper Works Peter D. McDermott 
Kelly Moore paint company inc and square d's 
motion for summary judgment re: abatement of 
plntf Castorenas cause of action; aty Randall 
Schmitz for def Crane 
Cleaver Brooks Notice of joinder in motions for Peter D. McDermott 
summary Judgment, aty Bruce Larson for 
Cleaver Brooks Inc. 
ITT corporations Notice of Joinder in Motions for Peter D. McDermott 
summary Judgment, aty Bruce Larson for ITT 
Corporation 
Def Metropolitan life insurance co's joinder in defs Peter D. McDermott 
Alco incorrectly named as Alaskan Copper works 
square D company incorrectly named as 
schineider electric and Kelly Moore Paint 
company inc's motion for sumary judgment re: 
Abatement of Plntf castorenas cause of action ; 
aty Don Lojek for def Metropolitan Life insurance 
company; 
Def Metropolitan Life lnsurance co's joinder in def Peter D. McDermott 
Warren Pumps lncs motion for summary 
judgment re: plntf Castorena; aty Don Lojek for 
def Metropolitan Life lnsurance company 
Respondents lngersoll Rand and Westinghouses Peter D. McDermott 
Request for Additional reporters transcript and 
clerks record; aty Christopher Burke for CBS 
Corp , Viacom Inc. Pennsylvania corp 
Westinghouse electric corp and ingersoll rand 
corporation; 
Defs Renewed notice of hearing; aty Gary Peter D. McDermott 
Dance for Defs Henry Vogt Machine co and 
sterling fluid systems USA LLC 
IDAHO SUPREME COURT; Clerk's Peter D. McDermott 
Record/Reporter's Trans. Suspended until further 
notification from this office. Order Conditionally 
Dismissing Appeal filed 3-18-08. Appeal appears 
not to be appealable from Judgment. 
8/ 
</'z%2\ * ? G a b  
Date. 9/9/2008 Si$$%gdicial District Court - Bannock c o u n e g  
%&M 
Time. 01 06 PM ROA Report 
Page 58 of 62 Case: CV-2006-0002474-PI Current Judge: Peter D. McDermott 
Mildred Castorena, etal. vs. General Electric, etal. 
Date Code User 
511 212008 MlSC DCANO 
511 312008 CAMILLE 
STIP CAMILLE 
511 512008 MOTN CAMILLE 
3 *$ 
"(i" 
ST1 P CAMILLE 
MlSC DCANO 
MlSC DCANO 
511 912008 CAMILLE 
CAMILLE 
ST1 P CAMILLE 








IDAHO SUPREME COURT TRANSMITTAL OF Peter D. McDermott 
DOCUMENT. Order Amending Title. 
Defendant Metropolitan life insurance co's joinder Peter D. McDermott 
in Defendant sterling fluid system and Henry Vogt 
Machine Co's renewed notice of hearing on 
motion for summary judgment re: plntf Castorena: 
aty Donald Lojek for def Metropolitan Life 
insurance company; 
Stipulation for dismissal with prej of Def Guard Peter D. McDermott 
Line, Inc; aty G Patterson Keahey for plntfs 
Plntfs motion to vacate hearing on monday Peter D. McDermott 
5-19-08 on def Warren Pumps, inc's motion for 
summary judgment, aty James Arnold 
Stipulation for dismissal with prej of def Warrren Peter D. McDermott 
Pumps, Inc. : aty James ARnold 
AMENDED CLERK'S CERTIFICATE FILED. Peter D. McDermott 
Received in SC on 5-7-08. 
SUPREME COURT REFUNDED Peterson, Peter D. McDermott 
Parkinson & Arnold $86.00 due to duplicate 
payment. Mailed to Counsel on 5-29-08. 
Def Honeywell incs joinder in Warren pumps inc Peter D. McDermott 
motion for summary judgment re: plntf Castorena 
and def Henry Bogt Machine co and sterling fluid 
systems, llcs renewed notice of hearing; aty 
Richard Boardman for def Honeywell, Inc. 
Def Honeywell, incs joinder in Alaskan Copper Peter D. McDermott 
works, Kelly Moore paint company, inc and 
square d's motion for summary judgment RE: 
abatement of plntf Castorenas cause of action: 
aty Richard Boardman for def Honeywell, inc. 
Stipulation to dismiss def ALAKAN COPPER Peter D. McDermott 
WORKS, aty James Arnold for plntfs 
Stipulation to dismiss def KELLY MOORE PAINT Peter D. McDermott 
COMPANY, INC.: aty James Arnold for plntf 
Hearing Held; minute entry and order; Motion Peter D. McDermott 
for summary judgment is reset: for 6-9-08 and 
Jury Trial 9-16-08 is Vacatedfor Castorena: and 
the Jury Trial for Norton remains set for 9-16-08 
at 9 am: J Mcdermott 
Defs Gould Pumps, Inc and goulds pumps trading Peter D. McDermott 
corps Joinder in Def Warren Pumps, inc's motion 
for summary judgment RE: Plntf Castorena: aty 
John Bailey for Gould Pumps, Inc. 
Notice of Joinder in Def Warren Pumps pending Peter D. McDermott 
Motion for Summary Judgment; aty Timothy 
Hopkins for defs 
Defendants Amended notice of hearing; aty Peter D. McDermott 
Gary Dance for defs 
Hearing Scheduled (Motion for Summary Peter D. McDermott 
Judgment 06/09/2008 02:OO PM) 
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Amended notice of hearing for summary Peter D. McDermott 
judgment re: abatement of plntf Castorenas 
cause of action; aty Steven Brown for defs 
Order dismising Def ALASKAN COOPPER Peter D. McDermott 
WORKS, ; J Mcdermott 5-20-08 
Order Dismissing Def Kelly Moore paint Company Peter D. McDermott 
inc. J Mcdermott 5-20-08 
Order for dismissal with prej of def Guard Line; J Peter D. McDermott 
Mcdermott 5-2 1-08 
Notice of service - Stipulation for dismissal with Peter D. McDermott 
prej of def Guard Line, Inc; 
IDAHO SUPREME COURT; Document filed in Peter D. McDermott 
SC on 5-27-08. 
Notlce of joinder by Hill Brothers chemical Peter D. McDermott 
company in defs Henry Vogt Machine co and 
sterling fluid systems LLC Motion for delegation of 
Jurisdiction to the district court: aty Steven Kraft 
for def H~l l  Brothers . 
Defendant Metropolitan Life Insurance Co.'s Peter D. McDermott 
Joinder in Defendant Hery Vogt Machine Co. and 
Sterling Fluid Sustems (USA) LLC'S Motion for 
Delegation of Jurisdiction to the District Court; 
Donald W. Lojek, Atty for Metropolitan Life 
lnsurance Co. 
Stipulation for dismissal withprej of def NIBCO, Peter D. McDermott 
Inc. aka Northern lndiana Brass Co. aty Don 
FArley for Def NIBCO; 
Civil Disposition; Stipulation for dismissal with Peter D. McDermott 
prej of defendant NIBCO, Inc aka Northern 
lndiana Brass Co. aty Donald Farley for NIBCO 
Inc. 
Stipulation for dismissal with prej ofdef reliance Peter D. McDermott 
electric co. Rockwell automation, inc and Babbitt 
Steam Specialty co. aty Don Carey 
Minute Entry and Order; (motion of plntf Mildred Peter D. McDermott 
Castorena Individually and as personal 
representative for the estate of Ted Castorna and 
all their heirs is GRANTED, and all def which 
were sued in this case by said plntf and her 
counsel and herewith DISMISSED, the Jury 
regarding the Norton remains set): set for 
9-16-08 at 9:00 am: J Mcdermott 6-9-08 
Def Metropolitan Life insurance companys motion Peter D. McDermott 
for summary judgment, aty Don Lojek for def 
Def Metropolitan Life insurance companys Brief in Peter D. McDermott 
support of its motion for summary judgment, aty 
Don Lojek for def 
Affidavit of Daniel Jordan; Peter D. McDermott 
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IDAHO SUPREME COURT; Document filed with Peter D. McDermott 
SC - Defendants Gould Pumps, Inc. and Goulds 
Pumps Trading Corp.'s Joinder in the Defendant's 
Henry Vogt Machine Co.'s and Sterling Fluid 
Sustems (USA) LLC's Motion for delegation of 
Jurisdiction to the District Court. 
IDAHO SUPREME COURT: Document filed with Peter D. McDermott 
SC - DefendantsIRespondents filed a Joinder in 
Henry Vogt Machine Co.'s and Sterling Fluid 
Systems (USA) LLC'S Motion for Delegation of 
Jurisdiction to the District Court: Honeywell, Inc. 
Crane Co. , Ingersoll-Rand and Westinghouse, 
and Hill Brothers Chermical Co. 
Stipulation for dismissal without prej of def Foster Peter D. McDermott 
Wheeler Company; aty G. Patterson for plntfs 
Stipulation for dismissal with prej of Castorena Peter D. McDermott 
Heirs Claims against Westinghouse and lngersoll 
Rand: aty Christopher Buke 
Brief of Defendant Metropolitan Life lnsurance Peter D. McDermott 
Companys Motion for Summary Judgment, aty 
don LojeK for Metropolitan Life lnsurance 
Company 
Def Metropolitan Life Insurance Companys Peter D. McDermott 
motion for summary judgment, aty don Lojek 
for Def Metropolitan Life insurance company 
Affidavit of Donald Lojek in support of defendant Peter D. McDermott 
Metropolitan Life lnsurance companys motion for 
summary judgment, aty Don Lojek 
Notice of hearing of def Metropolitan Life Peter D. McDermott 
insurance companys motion for summary 
judgment, aty Donald Lojek for def Metropolitan 
life ins. 
Order for dismissal without prej of def Foster Peter D. McDermott 
Wheeler Company; J Mcdermott 6-1 2-08 
Order for dismissal without prej of def Foster Peter D. McDermott 
Wheeler Company; J Mcdermott 6-12-08 
Order for dismissal withprej of Castorena Heirs Peter D. McDermott 
Claims Against Westinghouse and lngersoll 
Rand: JMcdermott6-12-08 
Order dismissing claims of Mildred Castorena Peter D. McDermott 
individually and as spouse and personal 
representative for the estate of Ted Castorena ag 
Metropolitan Life insurance company with prej: J 
Mcdermott 6-1 0-08 
Affidavit of Aniel Jordan ; Peter D. McDermott 
Hearing Scheduled (Motion for Summary Peter D. McDermott 
Judgment 07/14/2008 01:30 AM) 
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Stipulation for dismissal withprej of defs Gould Peter D. McDermott 
Incorporated and Goulds Pumps Trading Corp: 
aty John Bailey for Gould Pumps and Goulds 
Pumps Trading corp 
Order of dismissal with prej of gould incorporated Peter D. McDermott 
and Goulds Pumps Trading Corp; J Mcdermott 
6-1 7-08 
Minute entry and order; Crts minute entry and Peter D. McDermott 
order in the above entitled matter 6-9-08, is 
amended to reflect that counsel Dopnald Lojek 
appeared in person on behalf of Def Metropolitan 
Life Insurance Company : J Mcdermott 6-1 8-08 
Judgment, ; this court hereby dismisses the Peter D. McDermott 
personal injury claims filed by plntfs Hronek and 
Day as against each def named in the complaint; 
J Mcdermott 6-19-08 
Order of Dismissal withprej of Defs Reliance Peter D. McDermott 
Electric co Rockwell Automation, inc and Babbitt 
Steam specialty Co.: J Mcdermott 6-1 0-08 
Stipulation for dismissal; aty David Maguire for Peter D. McDermott 
defs AW Chesterton and Shepard Niles, Inc. 
IDAHO SUPREME COURT; Transmittal of Peter D. McDermott 
Document. Order Conditionally Consolidating 
Appeals. Appeal 35123 and 35124 shall be 
consolidated for all purposes under No. 35123. 
ORDER FROM SUPREME COURT. This Court's Peter D. McDermott 
Order Conditionally Dismissing Appeal is hereby 
WITHDRAWN. Clerk's Record and Reporter's 
Transcript due on or before 8-26-08. 
IDAHO SUPREME COURT; Notice of Appeal Peter D. McDermott 
received in SC on 3-24-08. Docket # 35123. 
Clerk's Record and Reporter's Transcript must be 
filed in SC before 8-26-08. (7-22-08 5 weeks 
prior) 
IDAHO SUPREME COURT: Document filed in Peter D. McDermott 
SC Motion to Dismiss Respondent, Nibco. Inc. 
IDAHO SUPREME COURT; Clerk's Record / Peter D. McDermott 
Reporter's Transcript is Stayed until further 
notification from this office. 
IDAHO SUPREME COURT; AMENDED Peter D. McDermott 
ORDER ...... SC Order Conditionally Dismissing 
Appeal regarding appealability entered 5-8-08 is 
hereby WITHDRAWN.. It further is Order the the 
due date for preparation of the Clerk's Record 
and Reporter's Transcript shall be suspended 
until resolution of the motions withch are currently 
pending before this Court. 
Order of dismissal; def AW Chesterton Peter D. McDermott 
Company is dismissed w/ prej: J Mcdermott 
6-25-08 8F 
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IDAHO SUPREME COURT; Transmittal of Peter D. McDermott 
Document, Order Granting Motion to Dismiss 
Respondent NlBCO Inc. Amend title in this 
appeal. Order Granting Motion for Delegation of 
Jurisdiction to the District Court. 
Order for dismissal pursuant to stipulation; ag Peter D. McDermott 
Metropolitan Life Insurance Company: J 
Mcdermott 7-10-08 
Stipulation for dismissal with p rej ITT Corporation Peter D. McDermott 
fka a ITT industries Inc and Bell and Gossett a 
division of ITT Corp: aty Bruce Larson for def ITT 
Order for dismissal with prej. ITT Corporation fka Peter D. McDermott 
177- Industries Inc and Bell and Gossett a division 
of ITT Corp: J Mcdermott 7-10-08 
Stipulation for dismissal with prej; Cleaver Peter D. McDermott 
Brooks, Inc fka Cleaver Brooks a division of Aqua 
Chem, Inc: aty Bruce Larson for def Cleaver 
Brooks inc 
Order for dismissal with prej Cleaver Brooks, inc Peter D. McDermott 
fka Clraver Brooks a division of Aqua Chem , Inc: 
J Mcdermott 7-10-08 
Stipulation of dismissal; aty Tom lyons Peter D. McDermott 
Order of dismissal with prej: ( is hereby Peter D. McDermott 
dismissed with prej between plntfs and def. 
Owens Illinois specifically ) J Mcdermott 7-22-08 
IDAHO SUPREME COURT; Document filed with Peter D. McDermott 
SC. Motion to Dismiss Respondent Guard-Line, 
Inc. 
Order; (pending motions for summary judgment Peter D. McDermott 
are moot since said defs requesting same have 
been dismissed with prej by plntfs, pre trial conf 
set for 9-2-08 and Jury Trial set for 9-16-08 are 
Vacated): J Mcdermott 8-7-08 
IDAHO SUPREME COURT; Clerk's Record and Peter D. McDermott 
Reporter Transcript Due on 11-6-08. 
IDAHO SUPREME COURT; Order Dismissing Peter D. McDermott 
Respondent g uard-Line Inc. and Amending Title. 
James C. Arnold - ISB No. 3688 
PETERSEN, PARKINSON 
& ARNOLD, PLLC 
390 N. Capital Avenue 
P.O. Box 1645 
Idaho Falls, ID 83403-1645 
Telephone (208) 522-5200 
Facsimile (208) 522-8547 
G. Patterson Keahey 
G. Patterson Keahey, P.C. 
One Independence Plaza, Suite 612 
Birmingham, Alabama 35209 
Telephone: 205-871-0707 
Facsimile: 205-871-0801 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs PETER D. McDERMO7l 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE STATE 
OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
Mildred Castorena, Individually and as Spouse 
and Personal Representative of the Estate of 
Ted Castorena; 
Alene Stoor, Individually and as Spouse and 
Personal Representative of the Estate of John 
D. Stoor; 
Stephanie Branch, Individually and as Personal 
Representative of the Estate of 
Robert Branch, Jr.; 
Robert L. H e ;  
Marlene Kisling, Individually and as Personal 
Representative of the Estate of 
William D. Frasure; 




SALES, INC; ALASKAN COPPER 
WORKS; AMERIVENT SALES, INC, 
ANCHOR PACKING COMPANY; 
A.W. CHESTERTON COMPANY, 
1 CIVIL ACTION 



















Complaint - 1 
BABITT STEAM SPECIALTY, cO," 
BECHTEL aka: SEQUOIA VENTURES;" 
BECHTEL CONSTRUCTION COMPANY: 
INC., BULLOUGH ABATEMENT, 1 ~ C . f  
BELL 5;: GOSSET.slfCERTAINTEED 
CoRpORaTION$LEAVEB-BROOKS a 
Division af Aqua Chern., Inc., COOPER 
GROUSE-H~DS;COOPER INDUSTRIES/ 
CRANE CO., CRYWN CORK & SEAL 
COMPANY, INC., CUTLER HAMMER, 
INC. $BONY CONSTRUCTION C0.F 
INC., EMERSON ELECTRIC C0.y 
FAIMANKS MORSE PUMP 
COWOUTION,~FMC CORPORATION 
INCORPORATE$GOULDS PUMPS 
TRADING GORP., GUARD-LINE, INC., 
HENRY VOGT MACHINE, CO.~HILL 
BROTHERS~HONEYWELL, INC.71MO 
INDUSTRIEKINDUSTRIAL HOLDING , 
CORPORATION:ITT INDUSTRIES, INC., 
INCERSOLL-RAND SOMPANY,/ 
JOHNSTON PUMPS, KEYY-MOORE 
PAINT COMPANY, INC., PILKINGTON 
NORTH AMERFAN, INC. f/Wa LIBBY- 
OWENS F O m ,  METROPOLITAN LIFE 
INSUMNCE COMPANY,"NIBCO, XNC., 
A/K/A Northern Indiana Brass C0.F 
NORDSTROM VALVE C O ~ P A N Y , ~  
OBIT INDUSTRIES, INC., OWENS- 
ILLINOIS, Incx P & H CRANES, a/Wa 
HARNISCHFEGOR CORPORATION, 
PARAMOUNT SUPPLY COMPANY;'PAUL 
ROBERTS MACHINE SUPPLY DIVISION; 
ADVANCED INDUSTRIAL SUPPLY, INC.7 
f/Wa POCATELLO SUPPLY, INC.$ROKO 
INDUSTRIES, INC;;"PROKO INDUSTRIES, 
INC<RAPID A M E R I C A N ~ ~ L I A N C E  
ELECTRIC MOTORS~~OCKWELL 
AUTOMATION, INC<RUPERT IRON 
WORKS,%ACOMA-SIERRA:SCHNEIDER 
ELECTRIC; SHEPARD NILES, INC.; 
SIEMENS ENERGY & AUTOMATION, 
INCYSTEEL WEST, INC~STERL~NG 
FLUID SYSTEM (Peerless Pumps), UNION 
Complaint - 2 
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this Court. Defefendmt may be served by delivering a copy of the Summons and Complaint to 
3200 6'" Avernlle South, Seattle, Washingtton 981334. 
4. DelC'endant, AMERIVF,NT SALES, IMG., is a company that was at one time or is 
currently authorized to do business in the State of Ida110 and is subject to the jurisdiction of this 
Court. Defendant may be sewed by mailing a copy of the Summons and Complaint via certified 
mail to its registered agent for service of process to 188 Elder Street, Bogart, GA 30622. 
5, Defendant, ANCHOR PACKING COMPANY, is a company that was at one time 
.,$"i or is currently authorized to do business in the State of Idaho and is subject to the jurisdiction o f  1n.i 
" I  
this Court. Defendant may be served by mailing a copy of the Summons and Complaint via 
certified mail to its registered agent for service of process to The Corporation Trust Company, 
Corporation Trust Center, 1209 Orange Street, Wilmington, Delaware 1 980 1. 
6. Defendant, A.W. CHESTERTON COMPANY, is a Corporation that was at one 
time or is currently authorized to do business in the State of Idaho and has a registered office in 
Stonehain, Massachusetts and is subject to the jurisdiction of this Court. Defendant may be 
served by mailing a copy of the Summons and Complaint via certified mail to its registered agent 
for service of process to A. W. Chesterton, Co. Middlesex Industrial Park, Stonehan~, MA 02 180. 
7. BABITT STEAM SPECIALTY, CO, a corporation that was one time or is 
currently authorized to do business in the State of Idaho and is subject to the jurisdiction of this 
Court. Defendant may be served by mailing a copy of the Summons and Complaint via certified 
mail to its register agent for service of process to 800 Mt. Pleasant St., P.O. Box 51208, New 
Bedford, MA 02745. 
8. Defendant, BECHTEL aka: SEQUOIA VENTURES, a corporation that was one 
time or is currently authorized to do business in the State of Idaho and is subject to the 
Complaint - 4 70 
jurisdiction of this Court. Defendant may be served by mailing a copy of the Surnrnons and 
Complaint via certified mail to its register agent for service of process to C.T. Coqoration 
Systems 300 North Sixth Street, Boise, Idalno 83701. 
9. Defendant, BECF-ITEL CONSTRUCTION COMPANY, ING., a corporation that 
is cwrently authorized to do business in the State of Idaho and is subject to the jurisdiction of 
this Court. Defendant may be served by rnailing a copy of the Summons and Complaint via 
certified mail to its register agent for service of process to C.T. Corporation Systems 300 North 
Sixth Street, Boise, Idaho 83701. 
10. Defendant BULLOUCH ABATEMENT, INC., a corporation that was at one time 
or is currently authorized to do business in the State of Idaho and is subject to the jurisdiction of p't 
this Court. Defendant may be served by mailing a copy of the Suminons and Complaint via 
certified mail to 100 W. Fireclay, Murray, Utah 841 07. 
I 1. Defendant, BELL & GOSSETT, a corporation that was one time or is currently 
authorized to do business in the State of Idaho and is sub~ect o the jurisdiction of this Court. 
Defendant may be served by mailing a copy of the Sumnlons and Coinplaint via certified mail to 
its registered agent for service of process to Robert L. Ayers. 8200 N. Austin Avenue, Morton 
Grove, IL 60053. 
12. Defendant, CERTAINTEED CORPORATION is a Corporation that was at one 
time or is currently authorized to do business in the State of Idaho and has a registered agent for 
service of process in Atlanta, Idaho, and is subject to the jurisdiction of this Court. Defendant 
may be served by delivering a copy of the Summons and Complaint to its registered agent for 
service of process at CT Corporation, 1201 Peachtree Street, N.E., Atlanta, Idaho, 3036 1 
Complaint - 5 
13. Defendant, CLEAVER-BROOKS a Division of Aqua Chcm., Itic., is a Corporati011 
that was at one time or is currently autl~orized to do business in the State of Idaho and has a 
registered agent for service of process in Milwaukee, Wisconsin, and is subject to the jurisdiction 
of this Court. Defendant may be served by mailing a copy of the Sunlmons and Complaint via 
certified mail to its registered agent for service of process at Cleaver-Brooks Corp., Ronald C. 
TI~imm, 7800 N. 113th Street, P.8. Box 421, Milwauliee, Wisconsin, 53201, 
14. Defendant, COOPER CROUSE-HINDS, is a corporation that was at one time or 
is currently authorized to do business in the State of Idaho and is subject to the jurisdiction of 
this Cow.  Defendant may be served by mailing a copy of the Summons and Complaint via 
certified mail to its registered agent for service of process to its President, Wolf and 7'"treets, ." 
Syracuse, NU 1 322 1-4999. 
15. Defendant, COOPER INDUSTRIES, division of Crouse, is a corporation that was 
at one time or is c ~ ~ r c n t l y  a~~thorized to do business in the State of Idaho and is subject to the 
jurisdiction of this Court. Defendant may be served by mailing a copy of the Summons and 
Complaint via certified mail to its registered agent for service of process to its President, Wolf 
a d  7'h Streets, Syracuse, NY 1322 1-4999. 
16. Defendant, CRANE CO., individually and it's successor is a corporation that was 
at one time or is currently authorized to do business in the State of Idaho and is subject to the 
jurisdiction of this Court. Defendant may be served by delivering a copy of the Summons and 
Complaint to its registered agent for service of process to C.T. Corporation Systems, 1201 
Peachtree St., N.E., Atlanta, GA 30361. 
17. Defendant, C R O W  CORK & SEAL COMPANY, INC. is a corporation that was 
at one time or is currently authorized to do business in the State of Idaho and has a registered 
Complaint - 6 Yr 
agent for service of process in Atlanta, Idal~o, and is subject to the jurisdiction of t h ~ s  Court. 
Defendant may be served by mailing a copy of the Summons and Complaint via certified mail to 
its registered agent for service of process to Crown Cork & Seal Company c/o K. Marc Bat-re, 
Jr., Esq., 1355 Peaclitree Street, Suite 300, Atlanta, GA 30309. 
18. Defendant, CUTLER HAMMER, INC. currently referred to as Eaton Electric Inc. 
Is a corporation that was at one time or is currently authorized to do busincss in the State of 
Idaho and is subject to the jurisdiction of this Court. Uefendai~t may be served by inailing a copy 
of the Summons and Complaint via certified mail to its registered agent for service of process to 
The Corporation Company, 2000 Interstate Park Drive, Suite 204, Montgomery, AL 36109. 
a< 
19. Defendanl. EBONY CONSTRUCTION CO., INC.. individually and as successor 
:!< 
In interest, is a corporation, that was at one time or is currently authorized to do business in the 
State of Idaho and is subject to the jurisdictioil of this Court. Defendant may be served by 
delivenlng a copy of tlie Summons and Complaint to its registered agent for service of process to 
35 10 Centennial Rd., Sylvania, Ohio 43560-9738. 
20. Defendmt, EMERSON ELECTRIC CO., iildividually and as successor in 
interest, is a conporation, that was at one time or is currently authorized to do business in the 
State of Idaho and is sub~ect to the jurisdiction of this Court. Defendant may be served by 
deliveriilg a copy of the Sumnlons and Complaint to its registered agent for service of process to 
C.T. Corporation Systems, 300 North Sixth Street, Boise, Idaho 83701. 
21. Defendant, FAIRBANKS MORSE PUMP CORPORATION is a corporation that 
was at one time or is currently authorized to do business in the State of Idaho and is subject to 
the jurisdiction of this Court. Defendant may be served by delivering a copy of the Summons and 
Coinplaint - 7 
Complaint to its registered agent for service of process to CT Corporation Systems, 1201 
Peachtree St., N.E., Atlanta, GA 30361. 
22, Defendant, FMC C0W02MTION (Hamer), individually and as successor in 
interest is a col.poration that was at one time or is curseiitly authorized to do business in the State 
of Tdaho and is subject to the jurisdiction of this Court. Defendant may be served by delivering a 
copy of the Summons and Complaint to its registered agent for service of process to CT 
Corporation Systems, 300 North Sixth Street, Boise, Idaho 83701, 
23. Defendant, FOSTER WHEELER COMPANY, is a New Yorli: Corporation thatwas 
at one time or is currently authorized to do business in the State of Idaho and has a registered 
t r  of-fice in Clintonville, NJ and is subject to the jurisdiction of this Court. Defendant may be *-P , 
served by mailing a copy of the Sun~n~ons and Complaint via certified inail to its registered agent 
for service of process at 1201 Peachtree Street, N.E., Cleveland. OH 441 14. 
24. Defendant, GARLOCK INCORPORATED, is a Corporation that was at one time 
or is currently authorized to do business in the State of Idaho and has a registered office in 
Clintonville, NJ and is subject to the jurisdiction of this Court. Defendant inay be served by 
mailing a copy of the Summons and Complaint via certified mail to its registered agent for 
service of process to C.T. Corporation System, 815 Superior Avenue N.E. Cleveland, OH 
441 14. 
25. Defendant, GOULD INCORPORATED, is a corporation that was at one time or is 
currently authorized to do business in the State of Idaho and is subject to the jurisdiction of this 
Court. Defendant may be served by delivering a copy of the Summons and Complaint to its 
registered agent for service of process at CT Corporation Systems, 300 North Sixth Street, Boise, 
Tdaho 83701 
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26. Defendmt, COULDS PUMPS TKADING CORI'.., is a corporation that uas at 
one time or is currently authorized to do busilzess in the State of Idaho and is subject to the 
jurisdiction of this Court. Defenda~~t may be served by mailing a copy of the Summons arid 
Complaint via certified mail to its registered agent for service of process to its president, Louis J. 
Giuliano, 4 West Red Oak Lane, White Plains, NU 10604. 
27 Defendant, GUAW-LhTE, INC.. is a corporation that was at one time or is 
cwently authorized to do business in the State of Idaho and is sub~ect o the jurisdiction of this 
Court. Defendant may be served by mailing a copy of the Summons and Complaint via certified 
mail to Stanley H. Lee, its registered agent for service of process to 215-217 S. Louise Street, 
cttS i P.0. Box 2030, Atlanta, TX 75551-1030. 
28. Defendant, HENRY VOGT MACHINE, CO., a corporation that was at one time 
or is currently authorized to do business in the State of Idaho and is subject to the iurisdiction of 
this Court. Defendant may be served by delivering a copy of the Summons and Complaint to its 
registered agent for sewice of process to 1000 W. Ormsby A v e ~ ~ ~ l e ,  Louisville, KU 40206. 
29. Defendant, MILL BROTHERS, a corporation that was at one time or is currently 
authorized to do business in the State of Idaho and is subject to the jurisdiction of this Court. 
Defendant may be served by delivering a copy of the Summons and Complaint to its registered 
agent for service of process to 1675 North Main Street, Orange, CA 92867-3499. 
30. Defendant, HONEYWELL, INC., excluding liability for NARCO, a corporation 
that was at one time or is currently authorized to do business in the State of Idaho and is subject 
to the jurisdiction of this Court. Defendant may be served by delivering a copy of the Summons 
and Complaint to its registered agent for service of process to CT Corporation Systems, 1201 
Peachtree Street N.E., Atlanta, GA 303611 . 
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3 1 .  Defendant, 1MO ZNDUSTRIES, a corporation, that was at one tinic or is currently 
authorized to do business in the State of Idaho and is sub~ect o the jurisdiction of this Court, 
Defendant may be served by delivering a copy of the Sumlllons acid Complaint to its registered 
agent for service of process to Corporation Service Company, 40 TechnoIogy Parkway South, 
icf.300, Norcross, GA 30092. 
32. Defendant, INDUSTRIAL HOLDING CORPORATION, a corporation that was at 
one time or is currently authorized to do business in the State of Idaho and is subject to the 
jurisdict~on of this Court. Defendant may be served by delivering a copy of the Summons and 
Complaint via certified mail to its registered agent for service of process to Company 
Corporation, 10 13 Center Road, Wiln~ington, DE 19805. t"i;\ 
33. Defendant, ITT INDUSTRIES, INC., a corporation, that was at one time or is 
currently authorized to do business in the State of Idaho and is subject to the jurisdiction of this 
Court. Defendant Inay be senred by delivering a copy of the Summons and Complaint to its 
registered agent for service of process to CT Corporation Systems, 1201 Peacl-ttree St, N.E., 
Atlanta, GA 30361. 
34. Defendant, INCERSOLL-RAND COMPANY, is a New Jersey corporation that 
was at one time or is currently authorized to do business in the State of Idaho and is subject to 
the jurisdictioli of this Court. Defendant may be served by delivering a copy of the Summons and 
Con~plaint o its registered agent for service of process to C.T. Corporation System, Registered 
Agent, SO West Broadway, Eighth Floor, Salt Lake City, Utah 84102. 
3 5 .  Defendant, JOHNSTON PUMPS, is a Corporation that was at one time or is 
currently authorized to do business in the State of Idaho and has a registered agent for service of 
process in Illinois, and is subject to the jurisdictioli of this Court. Defendant may be served by 
mailing a copy of the Summons and Complaint via certified mail to its registered agent for 
service of process to 208 South LaSalle Street, Chicargo, IL 601 0'76. 
36. Defendant. KELLY-MOORE PANT COMPANY, MC., is a Corgoratron that 
was at one time or is currently autllorized to do business in the State of Idaho and has a 
registered agent for service of process in Juneau, Alaska, and is subject to the jurisdiction of this 
Court. Defendant may be served by mailing a copy of the Surnrnoiis and Complaint via certified 
mail to its registered agent for service of process to C.T. Corporation Systems, 801 West I 0'" 
Street, Suite 300, Juneau, Alaska 99801 
4': 
37. Defendant, PILKINGTON NORTH AMERICAN, INC. f/Wa LIBBY-OWENS 
B b̂ 
" \ 
FORD, is a Corporation that was at one time or is currently authorized to do business in the State 
of Idaho, and is subject to the jurisdiction of this Court. Defendant may be served by delivering a 
copy of the Surnrnoils and Complaint to its registered agent for service of process to CT 
Corporation System, 300 North 6"' Street, Boise, ID 83701 
38. Defendant, METROPOLITAN LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY, is a Corporation 
that was at one time or is currently authorized to do business in the State of Idaho, and is subject 
to the jurisdiction of this Court. Defendant rnay be served by delivering a copy of the Sunlnlons 
and Complaint to its registered agent for service of process to Metropolitan Life Insurance, c/o 
Gerald Hoenig, 2400 Lake View Parkway, Alpharetta, CA 30004. 
39. Defendant, NIBCO, INC., A/WA Northern Indiana Brass 430. is a corporation tliat 
was at one time or is currently authorized to do business in the State of Idaho and is subject to 
the jurisdiction of this Court. Defendant may be served by delivering a copy of the Suininons and 
Complaint to its registered agent for service of process to CT Corporatioil Systems, 1201 
Peachtree Street, N.E., Atlanta, GA 30361. 
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40, Uefetldant, NOmSTROM VALVE COMPANY, is a corporation that was at one 
time authorized lo do business in the State of Idaho and is subject to the jurisdiction of this 
Court. Defendant may be sewed by delivering a copy of the Sumnlons and Complaint to its 
registered agent for service of process to CT Corporation Systerns, 314 North Broadway. St. 
Louis, Missouri 63 11 02, 
49, Defendant, OBIT INDUSTRIES, INC. is a corporation, that was at one time 
autlzorized to do business in the State of Idaho and is subject to the jurisdiction of this Corn. 
Defendant may be served by mailing a copy of the Sui~lmons and Complaint via certified mail to 
its registered agent for service of process to its president, Saeed Nikayan, 2100 South Figueroa 
I 
4"" Street, Los Angeles, California 90007. 
42. Defendant, OWENS-ILLINOIS, Inc., is a corporation that was at one time or is 
currently authorized to do business in the State of Idaho and has its' principal place of business 
as well as a registered agent for service of and is subject to the jurisdiction of this Court. 
Defendant may be served by delivering a copy of the Summoils and Complaint, via certified niail 
to its registered agent for service of process to C.T. Corporation, c/o World Iieadquarters, One 
Seagate, Toledo, 013 43666. 
43. Defendant, P & H CRANES, aka HARNISCHFEGOR CORPORATION, is a 
corporation that is currently authorized to do business in the State of Idaho and has it pril~cipal 
place of business as well as a registered agent for service of process to P.O. Box 554, 
Milwaukee, WI 5320 1. 
44. Defendant, PARAMOUNT SUPPLY COMPANY, is a corporatioil that is currently 
authorized to do business in the State of Idaho and has it principal place of business as well as a 
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registered agent for service of process to Ra~ldall D. Wilding, Registered Agent, 1474 W. Atlanta 
Street, Idaho Falls, Idaho 83402. 
45. Defendant, PAUL ROBERTS MACWTNE SUPPLY DIVISION, is a Corporation 
that was at one time or is currently authorized to do business in the State of Idaho and has a 
registered office in Cincinnati, Ohio and is subject to the jurisdiction of this Court. Defendant 
may be served by delivering a copy of the Su~nnlons and Complaint via certified mail to its 
registered agent for service of process to 247 Arrowood Dr., Northbrook, IL 60062-1040. 
46. Defendant, ADVANCED NDUSTRIAL SUPPLY, IINC. f/Wa POCATELLO 
SUPPLY, IN@., is a Corporation that was at one time or is currently authorized to do business in 
0 
4 -  the State of Idaho and has a registered office in Cincinnati, Ohio and is subject to the jurisdiction 
of this Court. Defendant may be served by deliveriilg a copy of the Sui-i~mons and Complaint via 
certified mail to its registered agent for service of process to %iilliarn E Winn. 3235 Poleline, 
Rd, Pocateliio, ID 83201. 
47. Defendant, PROKO INDUSTRIES, INC.. is a Corporation that was at one time or is 
currently authorized to do business in the State of Idaho and has a registered office in Cincinnati, 
Ohio and is subject to the jurisdiction of this Court. Defendant may be served by delivering a 
copy of the Summons and Complaint via certified mail to its registered agent for service of 
process to PROKO INDUSTRIES, DJC., C/O Its President, 501 S. Foote St., Cambridge City. PN 
47327 
48. Defendant, RAPID AMERICAN, individually and as a successor is a corporation. 
that was at one time or is currently authorized to do business in the State of Idaho and is subject 
to the jurisdiction of this Court. Defendant may be served by delivering a copy of the Summons 
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and Complaint to its registered agent for service of process to Matina Hay, 4510 East Pacific 
Coast Mwy, Long Beach, CA 90801. 
49. Defendant, WLIAMCE ELECTRIC MOTORS, is a company that was at one time or 
is currerztly authorized to do busirress in the State of Idaho a id  is subject to tlie jurisdiction of 
this Court-e. Defendanzt may he served by mailing a copy of the Summons and Complaint via 
certified mail to its registered agent for service of process to its president, 6040 Ponders Court, 
50. Defendant, ROCKWELL AUTOMATION, IN@. individually and as a successor is a 
A 
corporation, that was at one time or is currently authorized to do business in the State of Idaho 
and is subject to the jurisdiction of this Court. Defendant may be served by delivering a copy of 
the Summons and Complaint to its registered agent for service of process to C.T. Corporation 
System, 300 North Sixth Street, Roise, Idaho 83702, 
5 1 .  Defendant, RUPERT IRON W O K S ,  is a corporation that is cursently authorized to 
do business in the State of Idaho and is subject to the jurisdiction of this Court. Defendant may 
be served by delivering a copy of the Suminons and Complaint to its registered agent for service 
of process to Magdalena M. Hirsch, Registered Agent, 1305 D Street, Rupert, Idaho 83350. 
52. Defendant, SACOMA-SIERRA, is a corporation that is currently authorized to do 
business in the State of Idaho and is subject to the jurisdiction of this Court. Defendant may be 
served by delivering a copy of the Summons and CompIaiilt to 960 Fairview Drive, Carson City, 
Nevada 
53. Defendant, SCHNEIDER ELECTRIC, individually and as a successor is a 
corporation, that was at one time or is currently authorized to do business in the State of Idaho 
and is subject to the ~urisdiction of this Court. Defendant may be served by delivering a copy of 
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registered agent for sewice of process to C. T. Corporatiorr System, 1201 13eachtree Street NE, 
Atlanta, Idaho 30361. 
59. Defendant, UNION PACIFIC MILROAD, is a conipany that was at one time or is 
currently authorized to business in the State of Idaho and is subject to the jurisdiction of this 
Court, Defendant may be served by delivering a copy of the Suxnmons and Coniplaint to 1490 
Dortglas Street, Omaha, Nebraska 68 1 79. 
60. Defendmt, VIACOM INC., is a company that was at one time or is currently 
authorized to do business in the State of Idaho and is subject to the jurisdiction. of this Court. 
9 
P 
Defendant may be sewed by mailing a copy of the Summons and Complaiiit via certified mail to 
? J  
its registered agent for service of process to Westinghouse Building, Gateway Center, 11 Stanwix 
Street, Pittsbrtrrgh, PA 15222. 
61. Defendant, WARREN PUMPS, INC., is a company that was at one time or is 
currently authorized to do business in the State of Idaho and is subject to the ~urisdictiorn of this 
Court. Defendant may be served by mailing a copy of the Swnmons and Complaint via certified 
mail to its registered agent for service of process to its registered agent at 84 State Street, Boston, 
MA 02109. 
62. Defendant, WESTINGHOUSE ELECTRIC CORPORATION, is a company that 
was at one time or is currently authorized to do business in the State of Idaho and is subject to 
the jurisdiction of this Court. Defendant may be served by delivering a copy of the Summons 
and Complaint to its registered agent for service of process to C.T. Corporation System, 1201 
Peachtree Street NE, Atlanta, Idaho 3 03 6 1. 
63. Defendant, ZURN INDUSTRIES, INC., is a company that was at one time or is 
currently authorized to do business in the State of Idaho and is subject to the jurisdiction of this 
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Court. Defendmt may be served by mailing a copy of the Sumtnolis and Complaint via certified 
mail to ~ t s  registered agent for service of process to 1 %urn Place, Erie, PA 16505. 
64. Each Defendant corporation or its predecessor-in-interest* with the exception of 
the Melsopolitan Life Insurance Compmy, is, or at tirnes material hereto, has been engaged in 
the mining processing and/or manufactuuring, sale and distribution of asbestos and asbestos- 
containing products and/or machinery requiring or calling for the use of asbestos a~idior 
asbestos-containing products. 
65. Plaintiffs would show that for a period of many years, he worlted with andlor was 
S 
a$ exposed to asbestos-containing products andlor rnacliinery requiring or calling for the use of 
asbestos and/or asbestos-containing products while working in various shipyat-ds, steel mills, 
refineries, paper mills, chemical plants andlor other facilities in the United States. Plaintiffs 
would show that he was exposed on numerous occasions, to asbestos-containing products and/or 
machinery requiring or calling for the use of asbestos andlor asbestos-containing products 
produced and/or sold by Defendants and, in so doing, has inhaled great quantities of asbestos 
fibers. Further Plaintiffs allege, as more specifically set out below, that he suffered injuries and 
diseases proximately caused by his exposure to asbestos-containing products designed, 
manufactured and sold by Defendants. 
66. Plaintiffs allege he was exposed to asbestos-coiitaining products and/or machinery 
requiring or calling for the use of asbestos andlor asbestos-containing products in his 
occupations. In that each exposure to such products caused or contributed to his injuries and 
diseases, Plaintiffs allege that the doctrine of joint and several liability should be extended to 
apply to each Defendant herein to the extent proven by the evidence. 
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67. In the event that lqaintiffs is unable to identify each inj~rrious exposure to asbestos 
containing products andlor machinery requiring or calling for the use of asbestos andor 
asbestos- containing products, he would show the Court that the Defendants named hereln 
represe~it and/or represented a substantial share of die relevant market of asbestos-containing 
products m a o r  machli~ery requirilig or calling for the use of asbestos and/or asbestos co13Laining 
products at ail times material to the cause of action, Consequently, each Defendant should be 
held jointly and severally liable to the extent they were acting in concert and/or were acting as afi 
agent or servant of one another. 
68. However, the Plaintiffs make no claim against the banlaupt defendants since they 
are prohibited by law from bringing such claim. Likewise, the Plaintiffs make no claiill for 
exposure to asbestos against hislher employers occurring during the course and scope of hisher 
employment with said employers. Furthermore, the Plaintiffs waives, remits, releases, 
discharges, and dismisses any claim or potential claim for responsibility, in whole or in part, for 
any or all of Plaintiffs' injuries or damages against the entities Asbestos Corp. Ltd, Atlas Turner, 
Bnc., Lac Dxmiante du Quebec, Les Mines D9Amiante Bell, Ltd., and/or Societe Miniere 
Mazarin, Inc., or any other entity that may be, or may claim to be, a Foreign Sovereign subject to 
the Foreign Sovereign Immunity Act. Plaintiffs does not assert any claims for, does not seek 
any damages for, and disclaims, waives, releases and discharges any recovery of damages for 
any injuries arising out of exposure to asbestos-containing products designed, manufactured, 
distributed, sold or marketed by, or due to ally actions or inactions of Asbestos Corp. Ltd, Atlas 
Turner, Inc., Lac D'Amiante du Quebec, Les Mines D'Amiante Bell, Ltd., andlor Societe 
Miniere Mazarin, Inc. or any other entity that may be or may claim to be a Foreign Sovereign 
under the Foreign Sovereign Immunity Act. To the extent Plaintiffs has been exposed to such 
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asbestos-conlaining products and has sustained any injuries there from Plaix~tiffs hereby waives, 
releases and discharges his right to recover dmages for such injwies. Every claim arising 
under the Constitution, treaties, or laws of the United States is expressly disclaimed, wanved, 
released and discharged (including my  claim arising from an act or omission on a federal 
enclave or of <my officer of the U.S. or any agency or person acting under him occurring under 
color of such office). Any and all claims of admiralty or maritime law are also waived, 
discharged, released: and disclaimed. Further, Plaintiffs seeks, and will seek, the entry s f  a final 
judgment in this action against the named Defendants only, who are not ba~lcmpt. 
69. In addition to Defendants named herein, there are Defendants whose identities are 
presently unknown to Plaintiffs. These Defendants designed, tested, evaluated, manufactured, 
mined, packaged, fimished, supplied andlor sold asbestos-containing products, many of which 
were not conspicuously marked by content, name, manukctwer, or othenxiise, the precise 
identity of these products are u i h o w n  to Plaintiffs. These urlidentified Defendants are named 
by Plaintiffs as "John Doe" Defendants in accordance with Rule 9(b) M.R.G.P. (Fictitious 
Parties) and every allegation in this Complaint is an allegation and a filing as of this date against 
each "hh Doe'" Defendant. 
70. The Federal Courts lack subject matter jurisdiction over this action, as there is no 
federal question and incomplete diversity of citizenship due to the presence of an Idaho 
defendant. Removal is improper. Every claim arising under the Constitution, treaties, or laws of 
the United States is expressly disclaimed (including any claim arising from and act or omission 
on a federal enclave, or omission on a federal enclave, or of any officer of the U.S. or any agency 
or person acting under him occurring under color of such office). No claim of admiralty or 
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maitime law is raised. f31aintiffs sue no foreign state or agency. Venue is proper in Bamock 
County, Idaho. 
XI. COUNT ONE (Negligence) 
7 11. The factual and jurisdictional allegations of paagraphs one through thirty-fbur (1- 
74) are re-alleged and incorporated herein as if repeated verbatim. 
72. Plaintiffs were exposed to asbestos related materials and other asbestos containing 
products for which Defendant(s) werelare manufacturers or sellers as defined by Idaho law. 
Plaintif-Gs ilihaled and absorbed asbestos fibers ernanatilig from certaln such products. As a resrrlit, 
t " 
1; 
Plaintiffs developed mesothelioma, an asbestos related disease. 
73. At all times relevant hereto, each Defendant lmew that its asbestos colltaining 
products would be used without inspection for defects and that any sucli inspection would not 
have advised Plaintiffs of the facts that the asbestos contained in each defendant's asbestos 
containix~g products could cause the injuries which he developed. Such facts made each of the 
defendants' asbestos containing products inherently and unreasonably dangerous in that 
Plaintiffs was not appraised of, and did not contemplate, the danger of contracting asbestos 
related diseases as a result of his exposure to, and inhalation of, the asbestos fibers contained in 
each of the defendants' asbestos containing products which he used or to which be was 
hazardously exposed. 
74. Each Defendant was in the business of manufacturing, installing, removing, 
disturbing, selling or distributing asbestos containing products at all times relevant to this action. 
Each defendant knew that Plaintiffs or others similarly situated would come in contact with their 
asbestos containing products and would be exposed to the inhalation of the asbestos fibers 
contained in each of their asbestos containing products. Each defendant knew that Plaintiffs, or 
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others similarly situated, would be in danger of developing asbestos related diseases such as 
asbestosis or other forms of cancer. Each defendmt was negligent in one, some or all of the 
llbllowing respects, and such negligence was the direct and proximate cause of Plaintiffs injuries, 
and disabilities: 
a, In failing to adequately warn Plaintiffs of the dangerous characteristics of 
asbestos products in that each defendmt failed to warn Plaintiffs that lle could develop fatal 
injuries including, h t  not limited to, asbestosis, mesothelion~a and other forms of cancer as a 
result of being exposed to each defendant's asbestos containing prod~icts. 
t- \ 
\r b. In failing to provide Plaintiffs with information as to what would be 
reasonably safe and sufficient wearing apparel and proper protective equipment and appliances, 
if any existed, to protect Plaintiffs from being harmed and disabled from exposure to asbestos. 
c. In failing to take reasonable precautions or exercise reasonable care to 
publish, adopt and enforce a safety plan and a safe rnetliod of handling and installing asbestos 
materials. 
d. In continuing to manufacture, install, remove, distru-b, sell and distribute 
asbestos products when each defendant knew that sucli products caused injuries or death from 
asbestosis, mesothelioma or other forms of cancer in those persons exposed to asbestos products. 
e. In affirmatively misrepresenting to Plaintiffs and other members of the 
public, in advertising, labels and otherwise, that the asbestos coiltaiiiing prodrrcts manufactured, 
sold or distributed were safe in their ordinary and foreseeable use. These material 
misrepresentations induced Plaintiffs to unknowingly expose Ilimself to tlie hazards of 
developing injuries from asbestosis, mesothelioma or other forms of cancer. 
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f. In failing to adequately test their respective asbestos containing products 
before offeri~lg them for sale and use so that Plaintiffs, and other persons similarly situated, 
would not inhale the asbestos dust and fibers resultiiig from the ordinary and foreseeable use of 
the asbestos containing products and thereby expose himself to the development of injuries froin 
asbestosis, mesotheliioma or other forms of cancer. 
g. In failing to remove and recall all of their asbestos containing products 
from the stream of commerce and the marketplace upon ascertainiiig tllat asbestos containing 
products would cause asbestosis, scarred lungs, respiratory disorders, mesotlielioma or other 
4 
I forms of cancer, some or all of which are permanent and fatal. 
h. In failing to continually warn or advise Plaintiffs, and others similarly 
situated, who the defendants either knew or should have known had been exposed to the danger 
06 inhalation sf  the asbestos dust and fibers resulting from tlie ordinary and foreseeable use of 
the asbestos products, to cease all future exposure to the danger of inhalation of all types of other 
fumes, smoke, dust or fibers, and to keep dust and fibers on work clothes and tools away &om 
the home eilvironrnent. 
I. As to Contractor and Preniises Defendants, in unreasonably applying, 
installing, removing or disturbing asbestos and asbestos-containing products in such a manner as 
to cause Plaintiffs to be unreasonably exposed to asbestos fibers thereby contributing to cause 
Plaintiffs' injuries and damages. 
75. The asbestos containing products to which Plaintiffs was exposed was used in the 
manner in which the defendants intended them to be used. 
7'6. The defendants' asbestos containi~lg products failed to perfonn as safely as 
Plaintiffs and others similarly situated, expected they would in that they caused him to develop 
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in~uries as a result of ihalation s f  the asbestos fibers of each of the defei~dants' asbestos 
coneaining products during his exposure to those products. 
77, At all times relevant hereto, it was feasible for the Defendails to have adec1uatel.y 
wcmed Plaintiffs, tested their asbestos containii~g products, desigiled safer asbestos containing 
products or substituted with asbestos free products. 
78. The Defendants9 negligent, grossly negligent, willful, wanton and 
reckless conduct, as described herein, was the direct and proximate cause of Plaintiffs' illness 
and, as a result, the Plaintiffs has suffered and will coiztinue damages as are set forth in tlie 
rJ.. 
@ 
i*" Prayer for Relief below. 
111. COUNT TWO 
79. All of the allegatioiis contained in the previous paragraphs are re-alleged herein. 
80. Plaintiffs were exposed to asbestos-containing products and/or machinery 
requ~ring or calling for the use of asbestos andlor asbestos-containing products that were 
manufactured and distributed by the Defendants and/or their predecessors-in-interest for use as 
construction materials and/or machinery in industrial operations. Plaintiffs would show that tlie 
defective condition of the products rendered such products not mercliantable or reasonably suited 
to the use intended, and that the asbestos-containing products and/or machinery were in this 
defective condition at the time they left the hands of Defendants. 
8 1. The Defendants' asbestos-containing products and/or macliinery without 
substantial change in the condition, in wliich they were sold, were a proximate cause of the 
Plaintiffs' injuries. 
82. Defendants knew that these asbestos-containing products and/or machinery would 
be use without inspection for defects and, by placing them on the market, represented that they 
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would safely do the job for wl~ich they were intended, wliich must necessarily include safe 
manipulation and/or instdlation of the asbestos-containing products and/or operation, 
maintenmce and/or repair of the machineqf requiring or calling for the use of asbestos and/or 
asbestos-containing products. 
83. The risks inlierent in the ahrementioned asbestos-eor~taining products andlor 
machinery requiring or calling for the use of asbestos andlor asbestos-containing products 
outweighed the utility of the asbestos-containing products andlor machinery of the Defendants. 
84. Plaintiffs was unaware or the hazards and defects in the asbestos-containing 
products of the Defendants which made then1 unsafe for purposes of manipulation andlor 
installation. Similarly, Plaintiffs was unaware of the hazards and defects in the machinery 
requiring or calling .for the use of asbestos andlor asbestos-containing materials. 
85. During the periods that Plaintiffs was exposed to the asbestos-containing products 
andlor machinery of the Defendants, these asbestos-containing products andlor machinery were 
being utilized in a manner which was intended by Defendants. 
86. Furtl~er, the Conspiracy Defendants, their co-conspirators, the Trade Association 
Conspiracy Defendants, and their trade association co-conspirators, individually, as members of 
a conspiracy, and as agents of other co-conspirators, have been and are in a position of superior 
howledge regarding the health hazards of asbestos, and therefore, the Plaintiffs had the right to 
rely upon the published reports con~missioned by the Defendants regarding the health hazards of 
asbestos and the absence of published medical and scientific data regarding the hazards of 
asbestos and asbestos containing products. 
87. Further, the Coilspiracy Defendants and Trade Association Conspiracy Defendants 
intentionally manufactured and/or sold and/or distributed and lor marketed a defective product in 
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that they intelltionally manufactured andor sold and/or distributed and /or marlreted and/or used 
asbestos-containing products without adequate warnings of the hazards o f  asbestos that could 
and did result in personal injury to those exposed to their products, incltlding the Plaintiffs. 
88. As a direct and proxiniate result of these acts andlor o~nissioiis on the part of each 
andlor all of these Defendants Plaintiffs has suffered and will continue to suffer damages as are 
set forth in the Prayer for Relief below. 
IV. COUNT THREE 
89. All of the allegations contained in the previous paragraplis are re-alleged herein. 
90. Defendants made representations that reasonably implied to the 
ordinary purchaser and/or user that the asbestos, asbestos-containing products and/or macliinery 
requiring or calling for the use of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing products was safe and 
would not cause illjmy. 
91. These lnisreyresentations involved a material fact concerning the character and 
quality of the Defendants' asbestos, asbestos-conta~iiing products and/or machinery requiring or 
calling for the use of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing products was safe and would not cause 
injury. 
92. The purchasers andlor users of Defendants' asbestos, asbestos-containing products 
and/or machinery requiring or calling for the use of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing products 
justifiably relied on the Defendants' representation in purchasing and/or using Defendants' 
asbestos, asbestos-containing products and/or machinery requiring or calling for the use of 
asbestos and/or asbestos-containing products. As more specifically set out below, Plaintiffs lias 
suffered injuries as a direct and proximate result of Defendants' misrepresentations. 
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"3- As a direct and proximate result of these acts andlor omissiol~s on the part of each 
andlor all of these Defendants Plaintiffs has suffered and will continue to suffer damages as are 
set firth in the Prayer for Relief below. 
V. COUNT FOUR 
94. All of the allegations cotltained in the previous paragraplis are re-alleged herein. 
95. Plaintiffs allege that Defendants and/or their predecessors-in-interest cominitted 
offensive acts when they intentionally sold andlor manufactured andlor marketed asbestos- 
[* 
containing products without adequate warnings of the damages inherent in exposure to asbestos 
and the risks of personal injury to Plaintiffs. Plaintiffs further and alternatively allege that 
Defendants and/or their predecessors-in-interest co~ninitted the offense of battery against 
Plaintiffs when they intentionally caused physical h a m  to Plaintiffs. 
Wrongful acts of battery and intentional failure to adequately warn are based on 
the factual allegations described herein Couiits One and Two above. 
96. Plaintiffs further allege that, in furtherance of the torts alleged in this 
Comt and in Counts One and Two above, Defendants committed civil conspiracy when they 
combined together with one or more persons fro the purpose of doing soinething unlawful or 
oppressive or immoral as a means of an end. This conspiracy aggravates Plaintiffs' damages and 
enables Plaintiffs to recover against all the conspirators as joint tortfeasors. 
97. Plaintiffs further allege that Defendants andlor their predecessors-in-interest 
knowingly agreed, contrived, combined, confederated and conspired among themselves to cause 
Plaintiffs' injuries, diseases, illnesses by exposing Plaintiffs to harmful and dangerous asbestos- 
containing products andlor machinery requiring or calling for the use of asbestos andlor asbestos 
containing products and/or machinery requiring or calling for the use of asbestos andlor 
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asbestos-containing products. Dekndants andor their predecessors-in-interest fkthes 
knowingly agreed, contrived, combined, confederated and conspired to deprive l'laintiffs of the 
opportunity of infomed fee choice as to whether to use said asbestos-containing products andlor 
machinery requiring or calling for tlie use of asbestos andlor asbestos-containing products ai~dlor 
machinery requiring or calling for the use of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing products or to 
expose himself to said dangers. In this connection, Plaintiffs has sued the Metropolitan Life 
Insurance Go~npmy in its capacity as a conspirator. Defendants committed the above described 
wrongs by willfully misrepresentiilg and suppressing the truth as to the risks and dangers 
'6 
I 
associated with the use of and exposure to Defendants' asbestos-containing products andlor 
machinery requiring or calling for the use of asbestos andlor asbestos-containing products, 
98. In furtherance of said conspiracies, Defendants andlor their predecessors-in- 
interest perhrnned the following over acts: 
a. for many decades, Defendants, individually, jointly, and in 
collspiracy with each other, have been in possessions of ~nedicxl and scientific data, literature 
and test reports which clearly indicated that the inhalation of asbestos dust and fibers resulting 
from the ordinary and foreseeable use of said asbestos-containing products andlor machinery 
requiring or calling for the use of asbestos andlor asbestos containing products were 
unreasonably dangerous, hazardous, deleterious to human health, carcinogenic and potentially 
deadly; 
b. despite the medical and scientific data, literature, and test reports 
possessed by and available to Defendants, Defendants individually, jointly, and in conspiracy 
with each other, fraudulently, willfully and maliciously: 
i. withheld, concealed and suppressed said medical and 
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scieritific data, literature and test reports regarding the risks of asbestosis, cancer, inesothelioma 
and other illnesses and diseases from Plaintiffs who was using and being exposed to Defendants' 
asbestos-containing products andlor macl-tinery requiring or calling for the use of asbestos andlor 
asbestos-containing products; 
i i .  caused to be released, published and disseminated medical 
and scientific data, literature and test reports containiilg information and statements regarding the 
risks of asbestosis, cancer, ~nesothelion~a and other illnesses and diseases, which Defendants 
knew were incorrect, incomplete, outdated and misleading; and 
iii. distorted the results of medical examinations conducted 
upon Plaintiffs and workers such as Plaintiffs who were using asbestos-containing products 
and/or machinery requiring or calling for the use of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing products 
and being exposed to the inhalation of asbestos dust and fibers by falsely starting andlor 
concealing the nature and extent of the harm to wliich Plaintiffs and workers such as Plaintiffs 
has suffered; and 
c. by the false and fraudulent representations, on~issions and 
concealments set fortli above, Defendants, individually, jointly, and in conspiracy with each 
other, intended to induce Plaintiffs to rely upon said false and fraudulent representations, 
omissions and concealments, to continue to expose hiinself to the dangers inherent in the use of 
and exposure to Defendants' asbestos-containing products, and/or machinery requiring or calling 
for the use of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing products. 
99. Plaintiffs reasonably and in good faith relied upon the false and fraudulent 
representations, omissions and concealments made by the Defendants regarding the nature of 
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their asbestos-containing products andlor m:~chinery requiring or calling from the use of asbestos 
and/or asbestos-containing products. 
100. As a direct and proximate result of Plaintiffs' reliance on Defendants' false and 
fraudulent representations, omissions and concealments, Plaintiffs sustained da~i~ages including 
in~uries, illnesses, and disabilities and was deprived of tlie opportunity of informed free choice in 
connection w~th the use of md exposure to Defendants' asbestos-containing products andlor 
machinery requiring or calling fro the use of asbestos aildlor asbestos-containing products. 
101. Moreover, Defendants have contrived, combined, confederated and conspired 
among themselves to injure Plaintiffs and to deprive Plaintiffs of his rightful recoveries by 
having joined together and having formed ail entity known as the "Asbestos Claims Facility9' 
and/or "'Center for 'Claims Resolution" and by having proposed and entered into an agreement 
known as the "Wellington Agreement". As a direct and proximate result of Defendai~ts' actions, 
both past and present, Plaintiffs has suffered and will continue to suffer dailiages as are set forth 
in the Prayer for Relief below, 
102. Beginning in the early 1930's Defendant Metropolitan Life 
Insurance Company entered illto a conspiracy with Raybestos-Manhattan Corporation 
(predecessor to Raytech Corporation) and Johns-Manville Corporation (predecessor to the 
Manville Corporation and the Manville Corp. Asbestos Disease Compensation Fwd) to 
affirmatively misrepresents material facts about the dangers of asbestos exposure and the 
seriousness of the health hazard posed by asbestos. Other conspirators participating in the 
conspiracy (or in on-going or subsequent conspiracies) included Raytech Corporation, CAF 
Corporation, United States Gypsum Company, T&N, pic., Keasbey and Mattison, Pneumo Abex 
Corporation, American Brakeblok Corporation, Defendant Owens-Illinois, and Defendant 
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Certainteed andlor these con~panies"redccessors andlor successors-in-interest as set forth 
herein, (hereinafter called the "Conspiracy Defendant'"), some or all of wliorn were members of 
the Quebec Asbestos Miniilg Association and/or the Asbestos Textile Institute andlor the 
Industrial Hygiene Foundation. Certainteed conspired with Johns-Manville to fraudulently 
misrepresent and conceal the dangers of asbestos for the purpose of marketing unreasonably 
dangerous products. Acting in concert, the Conspiracy Dekndants fraudulently misrepresented 
to the public and the public officials, inter ali% that asbestos did iiot cause cancer and that the 
L t L' disease asbestosis had no association with pleural and pulmonary cancer and affirmatively 
suppressed information concerning the carcinogenic and other adverse effects of asbestos 
exposure of the liuman respiratory and digestive systems. 
4 03. Additionally, PXaii~tiffs adopts all previorrs allegations as to these 
Conspiracy Defendants and additionally states with respect to any and all defendants named in 
this petition (or hereinafter Hygiene Foundation), the Industrial FIygiene Foundation, the Quebec 
Asbestos Mining Association, the American Textile Institute, andlor other trade associations 
whose members conspired to conceal the hazards of asbestos. These Defei~dants (the "'Trade 
Association Conspiracy Defendants") joined together to combat publicity and dissemination of 
data on the hazards of asbestos and acted to conceal medical studies from the general public, 
including asbestos-exposed worlters such as Plaintiffs. The above-described actions constituted 
intentional deception and fraud in actively misleading the public about the extent of the hazards 
of asbestos and substantially contributed to retarding the development of lu~owledge about such 
hazards, thereby substantially contributing to the Plaintiffs' injuries. 
104. The Conspiracy Defendants and Trade Association Conspiracy 
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Defendants were active conspirators and engaged in the suppression, alteration and destruction 
of relevant scientific studies involving the hazards of asbestos. These Defendants and their co- 
conspirators conspired with Johns-Mmville andlor participated in numerous ur~lawful acts sn 
furlherance of the conspiracies. 
VI. COUNT FIVE 
105. All of the allegations contained in the previous paragraphs are re-alleged herein. 
106. Defendants Metropolitan Life Insurance Company through its Policyholder Service 
8 ,  
f . Bureau undertook duties owed by the asbestos-producing Defendants to the Plaintiffs by the 
testing of asbestos worker and the conduct of scientific studies. These duties included without 
limitation, the duties: 
a. to test fully and adequately for healtll rislcs concomitant to the normal and 
intended use of their products; and 
b. to instruct fully and adequately in the uses of their products sa 
as to eliminate or reduce the health hazards concomitant wit11 their norinal or intended use. 
C. I11 undertdcing these duties, Metropolitan Life knew or should have known 
that it was providing testing services for the ultimate protection of third persons, including the 
Plaintiffs. 
107. On both conducting said test and in publishing their alleged results, Metropolitan 
Life failed to exercise reasonable care to conduct or publish conlplete, adequate and accurate 
tests of the health effects of asbestos. Metropolitan Life also caused to be published intentionally 
false, misleading, inaccurate and deceptive information about the health effects of asbestos 
exposure. 
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108. The Plaintiffs mwittingly but justifiably relied upon the thoroughness of 
Metropolitan Life's test and infomation dissemination, tlze results of which Metropolitan Life 
published in teading medical journals. 
109. Metropolitan Life's failures to conduct or accurately publish adequate tests or 
disseminate accurate and tmthful information, aBer undertaking to do so increased the risk of 
harm to the Plaintiffs from asbestos exposure. 
I 10. In failing lo test Mly and adequately for the adverse health effects from exposure 
E 
;'I 
to asbestos; in delaying the publicatioiz of such results; in falsely editing such results as were 
obtained; in suppressing relevant medical inquiry and knowledge about those hazards to promote 
the sale and distribution of asbestos as a harmless product; and in collaborating with the 
asbestos-producing Defendants materially to understate the hazards of asbestos exposure, all for 
its own profit and gain, Metropolitan Life acted recklessly, wantonly, and in calculated disregard 
for the welfme of the general public, iiicluding Plaintiffs. 
I 'a I As a direct and proximate result of these acts andlor omissions on the part of 
Metropolitan Life Plaintiffs bas suffered and will continue to suffer damages as are set forth in 
the Prayer for Relief below. 
VII. COUNT SIX 
112. All of the allegations contained in the previous paragraphs are re-alleged herein. 
113. Plaintiffs assert a claim of negligence against each of the Premise Defendants. 
Plaintiffs would show that the Premise Defendants knew, or in the exercise of ordinary care, 
should have known of unreasonable risks of harm to human health posed by exposure to asbestos 
and products containing asbestos. Said negligence claims against the Premise Defendants are 
separate and distinct from ally and all claims against any Product Defendant as the manufacturer 
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of asbestos and prod~lcts containing asbestos. Specifically, Plaintiffs would show tliar each 
Premise Defendant waslis negligent as follows: 
(a) Failing to provide Plai&iffs and those similarly situated with a safe worlc place; 
(b) Failing to provide adequate assistance and adequate equipment to Plaintiffs and 
those similarly situated; 
(c) Failing to provide respirators to Plaintiffs and others similarly situated wlio 
worked with or around asbestos and products contailling asbestos. 
(d) Failing to provide adequate warning andlor instruction with regard to asbestos 
and/ product containing asbestos; 
(e) Failing to recommend andlor provide adequate i~lforniation to and training of 
Plaintiffs and those similarly situated; 
f )  Failing to provide adequate supervision of Plaintiffs and others similarly situated 
to determine exposure to asbestos and products containing asbestos. 
(g) Failing to conduct monitoring of Plaintiffs and others similarly situated to 
determine exposure to asbestos and products containing asbestos; 
(h) Failing to test and research asbestos and products containing asbestos to 
determine health effects on humans; 
(i) Failing to keep data, information andlor records pertaining to the health effects of 
exposure to asbestos and products containing asbestos; 
(j) Failing to provide adequate ventilation and other engineering co~itrols to reduce or 
eliminate exposure of persons working with or around their asbestos and products 
containing asbestos; 
(k) Failing to provide adequate warning devices; 
(1) Such other and further acts aiidlor omissions as may be shown by the evidence at 
trial. 
11 4. As a direct and proximate result of these acts and/or ornissiol~s on the part of each 
andlor all of these Defendants independently or in combination with one another Plaintiffs has 
suffered and will coiitiiiue to suffer damages as set forth in the Prayer for Relief below. 
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WIBEWFORE, Plaintiffs prays that tliis Court enter judglnent in hisiher favor and 
against the Defendants for damages in an amount in excess of $10,000.00 the actual amo~lnt o 
be proven at trial as follows: 
(a) Plaintiffs bas suffered great physical pain and mental a~rguish and wilt continue to 
suffer great pain of body and mind throughout his lifetime: 
(b) Plaintiffs has incurred hospital and medical and plrannaceutical and other expenses 
and will continue to incur such expenses In the future due to the progressively 
disabling character of asbestos-related lung disease md other related physical 
conditions and diseases from ~ 'h ich  he now suffers and will continue to suffer in the 
future; 
(c) Plaintiffs suffers from pllysical impairment at this time and he will continue to suffer 
this impairment in the future due to the disabling character of asbestos-related lung 
disease and other related physical conditions and diseases; 
(d) Plaintiffs suffers a permanent partial disability at this time and will become 
pern~anently and totally disabled in the future due to the progressive character of 
asbestos-related lung disease and other related physical conditions and diseases: 
(e) Plaintiffs is subject to an extraordinarily increased likelihood of developing (or the 
progression rind recurrence of) cancer of the lungs, niesothelioma and other cancers, 
all due to said exposure to products and machinery manufactured, sold and distributed 
by the named Defendants; 
( f )  Plaintiffs will require medical lnoliitoring th~oughout his lifetime to survey the 
progression of his asbestos-related lung disease and to aid in the early detection and 
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treatment of any or all of the cancers described above and will be required to pay for 
such medical monitoring; 
jg) Plaintiffs has suffered a, progressive loss of earlling capacity and will continue to 
suffer a loss of eariliiig capacity a id  wages tl~roughout his lifetime; 
(h) Plaintiffs requires or will require domestic help and nursing care due to his disability 
and has been or will be required to pay for such domestic help and nursing services; 
(i) Prior to the onset of his symptoms, Plaintiffs was extremely active and pa&iclpated 
in numerous hobbies and activities, and as a result of his illnesses, Plaii~tiffs has been 
and will be prevented from engaging in some of said activities that were normal to 
him prior to developing symptoms from asbestos-related lung disease. Plaintiffs bas 
been and will otherwise be prevented from participating in and enjoying the benefits 
of all full and complete life; and 
Cj) Consortium Plaintiffs seeks damages for a loss of consortium as a result of the 
Defendants' actions as described herein; 
(k) For costs expended herein; 
(1) For prejudgment interest from the date of Plaintiffs' exposure to asbestos-containing 
insulation products and machinery calling for the use of asbestos-containing products, 
and post judgment interest on the judgment at the rate allowed by law; and 
(m) For such other and further relief, both at law and in equity, to which Plaintiffs and 
Consortium Plaintiffs may show themselves justly entitled. 
VIII. COUNT EIGHT 
1 15. All of the allegations contained in the previous paragraphs are re-alleged herein. 
116. At all times relevant hereto Defendant, Food, Machinery and 
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Chemical Co~ora t ion  (hereinafter rekrred to as ""FMC"), is an Idaho Corporatior1 doing 
business in Pocatello, Idaho. 
1 17. At all times relevant hereto Defendant, FMC Corporation, owned andlor operated 
a plant on property located in Banliock County, State of Idal~o. 
1 18. The damages claimed by Plaintiffs exceed ten thousand dollars ($10,000.00j. 
8a 
~d 119, Jurisdiction and venue are proper in the District Court of the Sixth Judicial 
District of the State of Idaho in and for Bannock County. 
120. At all times relevant hereto Defenda~(s) had a duty to maintain the 
FMC premises in compliance with applicable building and/or safety codes. 
12 1. At all times relevant hereto Defendant(s) waslwere negligent in failing to 
maintain the FMC premises in compliance with applicable building andlor safety codes. 
B 22. As a direct and proximate result of Defetldant(s) negligence in failing to maintain 
the FMC premises in compliance with applicable building andlor safety codes, Plaintiffs have 
suffered and will continue to suffer damages as set forth in the prayer for relief below. 
VIII. COUNT NINE 
123. At all times relevant hereto Defenda~it(s) had a duty to provide to 
Plaintiffs a reasonably safe place to perform the work assigned to them by their employers. 
124. At all times relevant hereto Defendant(s) waslwere negligent in failing to provide 
to Plaintiffs a reasonably safe place to perforin the work assigned to them by their employers. 
125. As a direct and proximate result of Defendant(s)' negligence in failing to provide 
Plaintiffs with a reasonably safe place to perform the work assigned to them by his employers. 
Plaintiffs have suffered and will continue to suffer damages as set forth in the prayer for relief 
below. 
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WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs pray that this Court enter judgnsent in their favor and order 
that Defendant(s) compensate Plaintiffs in a dollar <mount to be proven at trial as follows: 
1, For the physical pain and suffering experienced and which is reasonably certain to be 
experienced in the future resulting from the injuries to Plaintiffs; 
2. For in~pairment of faculties or ability to perform usual activities resulting from the 
,*q injuries to Plaintiffs; 
3. For the reasonable value of necessary medical and related expenses received as a 
r e s ~ ~ l t  of the lrlluries and the present cash value of similar items reasonably certain and necessary 
to be required in tlie future resulting from the injuries to Plaintiffs; 
4, For loss of companionship, consortiu~n, and society suffered by Plaintiffs' spouses, as 
a result of the in~uries uffered by Plaintiffs; 
5 .  For reasonable value of earnings lost as a result of the injuries to 
Plaintiffs; 
6. For the present cash value of earnings wl~icll are reasonably certain to 
be lost in the future because of the injuries to Plaintiffs, taking into consideratioil the earning 
capacity, age, life expectancy, habits, and dispositio~l of Plaintiffs, as shown by the evidence; and 
6. For costs incurred in prosecuting this action and such other relief as the Court may 
deem proper and just. 
DEMAND FOR JURY 
Plaintiffs demand that all issues of fact in this case be tried to a properly impaneled jury. 
DATED this 2"d day of June 20 6. A 
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Facsimile: (303) 861 -7805 
ATTORNEYS FOR DEFENDANT 
CERTAINTEED CORPORATION 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF BANNOCK COUNTY, IDAHO 
SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
MILDRED CASTORENA, Individually and 
as Spouse and Personal Representative of 
the Estate of Ted Castorena, et al., 
Plaintiffs, 
v. 
GENERAL ELECTRIC, et al., 
Civil No. CV-2006-2474 PI 
ANSWER OF DEFENDANT 
CERTAINTEED CORPORATION 
TO PLAINTIFFS' COMPLAINT 
AND JURY DEMAND 
Defendants. 
Defendant CertainTeed Corporation ("this Defendant") by and through its 
attorneys, answers Plaintiffs' Complaint ("Complaint") as follows: 
As used herein "Plaintiffs" refers to Plaintiffs and their decedents on whose 
behalf they have filed their Complaint. 
RESPONSE TO ALLEGATIONS IN SECTION I. JURISDICTION AND VENUE 
1. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 1 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 1 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and accordingly 
denies the same. 
2. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 2 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 2 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and accordingly 
denies the same. 
3. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 3 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 3 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and accordingly 
denies the same. 
4. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 4 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 4 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and accordingly 
denies the same. 
5. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 5 of Plaintiffs' 
t> it? 
a - Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 5 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and accordingly 
denies the same. 
6. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 6 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 6 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and accordingly 
denies the same. 
7. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 7 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 7 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and accordingly 
denies the same. 
8. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 8 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 8 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and accordingly 
denies the same. 
9. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 9 of Plaintiffs' 
At 
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, s Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
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information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 9 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and accordingly 
denies the same. 
10. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 10 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 10 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
11. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 11 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 11 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
12. This Defendant admits the allegations in the first sentence of paragraph 
12 of Plaintiff's Complaint. This Defendant denies the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 12 of Plaintiffs' Complaint. 
13. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 13 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 13 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
14. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 14 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 14 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
15. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 15 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 15 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
16. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph I 6  of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 16 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
17. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 17 of Plaintiffs' 
P 
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Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 17 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
18. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 18 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 18 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
19. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 19 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 19 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
20. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 20 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 20 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
21. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 21 of Plaintiffs' 
* 8 
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i" Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 21 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
22. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 22 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 22 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
23. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 23 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 23 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
24. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 24 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 24 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
I 25. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 25 of Plaintiffs' 
ti 
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I Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 25 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
26. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 26 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 26 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
27. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 27 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 27 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
28. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 28 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 28 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 





Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 29 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
30. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 30 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 30 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
31. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 31 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 31 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
32. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 32 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 32 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
33. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 33 of Plaintiffs' 
'A Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
Dt information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 33 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
34. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 34 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 34 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
35. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 35 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 35 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
36. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 36 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 36 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
37. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 37 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
' *  
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 37 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
38. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 38 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 38 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
39. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 39 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 39 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
40. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 40 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 40 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
41. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 41 of Plaintiffs' 
a Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
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information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 41 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
42. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 42 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 42 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
43. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 43 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 43 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
44. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 44 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 44 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
45. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 45 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 45 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
46. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 46 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 46 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
47. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 47 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 47 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
48. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 48 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 48 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
49. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 49 of Plaintiffs' 
1P 
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ti , Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 49 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
50. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 50 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 50 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
51. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 51 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 51 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
52. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 52 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 52 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
53. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 53 of Plaintiffs' 
;-b Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
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information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 53 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
54. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 54 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 54 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
55. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 55 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 55 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
56. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 56 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 56 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
57. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 57 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
f 
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i information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 57 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
58. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 58 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 58 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
59. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 59 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 59 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
60. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 60 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 60 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
61. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 61 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
Q 
\ i information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 61 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
62. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 62 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 62 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
63. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 63 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 63 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
64. This Defendant admits that it may have at some time manufactured, 
distributed, or sold asbestos-containing products. This Defendant is without knowledge 
or information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 64 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
65. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 65 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
\ paragraph 65 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
66. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 66 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 66 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
67. This Defendant denies the allegations in paragraph 67 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. 
68. The allegations in paragraph 68 of Plaintiffs' Complaint are not directed 
against this Defendant and, as such, no response is required. To the extent any 
response is required, this Defendant denies the allegations. 
69. The allegations in paragraph 69 of Plaintiffs' Complaint are not directed 
against this Defendant and, as such, no response is required. To the extent any 
response is required, this Defendant denies the allegations. 
70. This Defendant is without knowledge or information upon which to form a 
belief as to the truth of the allegations in paragraph 70 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, and, 
accordingly, denies the same. 
RESPONSE TO ALLEGATIONS IN THE FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
(Negligence) 
71. In response to 71 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, this Defendant incorporates its 
previous responses to the preceding paragraphs of Plaintiffs' Complaint. 
72. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 72 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 72 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
73. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 73 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 73 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
74. This Defendant admits that it may have at some time manufactured, 
distributed, or sold asbestos or asbestos-containing products and denies the remaining 
allegations in paragraph 74 of Plaintiffs' Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This 
Defendant is without knowledge or information upon which to form a belief as to the 
truth of the remaining allegations in paragraph 74 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate 
to other defendants, and accordingly denies the same. 
75. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 75 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 75 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
76. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 76 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 76 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
77. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 77 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 77 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
78. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 78 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 78 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
RESPONSE TO ALLEGATIONS IN THE SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 
79. In response to 79 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, this Defendant incorporates its 
previous responses to the preceding paragraphs of Plaintiffs' Complaint. 
80. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 80 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 80 of Plaintiffs' complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
81. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 81 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 81 of Plaintiffs' complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
82. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 82 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 82 of Plaintiffs' complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
83. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 83 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
I 
i;5 information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
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paragraph 83 of Plaintiffs' complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
84. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 84 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 84 of Plaintiffs' complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
85. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 85 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 85 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
86. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 86 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 86 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
87. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 87 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 87 of Plaintiffs' complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
88. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 88 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 88 of Plaintiffs' complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
RESPONSE TO ALLEGATIONS IN THE THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 
89. In response to 89 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, this Defendant incorporates its 
previous responses to the preceding paragraphs of Plaintiffs' Complaint. 
90. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 90 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 90 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
91. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 91 of Plaintiffs' 
$\ Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or a 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 91 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
92. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 92 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 92 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
93. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 93 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 93 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
RESPONSE TO ALLEGATIONS IN THE FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
94. In response to 94 of Plaintiffs' complaint, this Defendant incorporates its 
previous responses to the preceding paragraphs of Plaintiffs' Complaint. 
95. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 95 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 95 of Plaintiffs' complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
i 
,*? accordingly denies the same. 
96. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 96 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 96 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
97. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 97 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 97 of Plaintiffs' complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
98. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 98 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 98 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
99. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 99 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
4 e information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 99 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
100. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 100 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 100 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
101. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 101 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 101 of Plaintiffs' complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
102. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 102 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 102 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
103. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 103 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
, g information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
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paragraph 103 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
104. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 104 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 104 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
RESPONSE TO ALLEGATIONS IN THE FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
105. In response to 105 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, this Defendant incorporates its 
previous responses to the preceding paragraphs of Plaintiffs' Complaint. 
106. The allegations in paragraph 106 of Plaintiffs' Complaint are not directed 
against this Defendant and, as such, no response is required. To the extent any 
response is required, this Defendant denies the allegations. 
107. The allegations in paragraph 107 of Plaintiffs' Complaint are not directed 
against this Defendant and, as such, no response is required. To the extent any 
response is required, this Defendant denies the allegations. 
108. The allegations in paragraph 108 of Plaintiffs' Complaint are not directed 
against this Defendant and, as such, no response is required. To the extent any 
response is required, this Defendant denies the allegations. 
6' 
'i 109. The allegations in paragraph 109 of Plaintiffs' Complaint are not directed 
against this Defendant and, as such, no response is required. To the extent any 
response is required, this Defendant denies the allegations. 
110. The allegations in paragraph 110 of Plaintiffs' Complaint are not directed 
against this Defendant and, as such, no response is required. To the extent any 
response is required, this Defendant denies the allegations. 
11 1. The allegations in paragraph 11 1 of Plaintiffs' Complaint are not directed 
against this Defendant and, as such, no response is required. To the extent any 
response is required, this Defendant denies the allegations. 
RESPONSE TO ALLEGATIONS IN THE SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
112. In response to 112 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, this Defendant incorporates its 
previous responses to the preceding paragraphs of Plaintiffs' Complaint. 
113. The allegations in paragraph 113 of Plaintiffs' Complaint are not directed 
against this Defendant and, as such, no response is required. To the extent any 
response is required, this Defendant denies the allegations. 
114. The allegations in paragraph 114 of Plaintiffs' Complaint are not directed 
against this Defendant and, as such, no response is required. To the extent any 
response is required, this Defendant denies the allegations. 
RESPONSE TO ALLEGATIONS IN THE EIGHTH CAUSE OF ACTION r s l q  
115. In response to 11 5 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, this Defendant incorporates its 
previous responses to the preceding paragraphs of Plaintiffs' Complaint. 
11 6. This Defendant is without knowledge or information upon which to form a 
i, 
\ belief as to the truth of the allegations in paragraph 116 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, and, 
accordingly, denies the same. 
1 17. This Defendant is without knowledge or information upon which to form a 
belief as to the truth of the allegations in paragraph 117 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, and, 
accordingly, denies the same. 
118. This Defendant denies the allegations in paragraph 118 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint. 
11 9. This Defendant is without knowledge or information upon which to form a 
belief as to the truth of the allegations in paragraph 119 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, and, 
accordingly, denies the same. 
120. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 120 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 120 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
121. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 121 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
I % information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
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paragraph 121 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
122. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 122 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 122 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
RESPONSE TO ALLEGATIONS IN THE NINTH CAUSE OF ACTION [SIC1 
123. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 123 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 123 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
124. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 124 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 124 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
125. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 125 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 125 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
FIRST DEFENSE 
This Defendant denies each and every allegation in Plaintiffs' Complaint not 
specifically admitted herein. 
SECOND DEFENSE 
This Court lacks jurisdiction over this Defendant. 
THIRD DEFENSE 
Venue is not proper before this Court. 
FOURTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' Complaint against this Defendant should be dismissed for failure to 
serve process properly and timely. 
FIFTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs, by failing to act reasonably or to exercise due diligence after the 
discovery of the alleged injury, condition, or disability, failed to mitigate or reasonably 
i 
i"u avoid Plaintiffs' loss, injury or damages, if any. Accordingly, that amount of damages to 
('1 
which Plaintiffs are entitled, if any, should be reduced by the amount of damages which 
would have otherwise been mitigated or reasonably avoided. 
SIXTH DEFENSE 
The conduct, acts, omissions or negligence of third persons for whom this 
Defendant was not responsible, and had no control nor right of control, intervened and 
superseded the negligence, responsibility or strict liability, if any, of this Defendant, in 
causing the injury, damage or condition alleged in Plaintiffs' Complaint. 
SEVENTHDEFENSE 
The products referred to in the Complaint were misused, abused, altered or used 
not in accordance with the recommended or manufacture's instruction for the products 
in question by the Plaintiffs, or by third parties, over whom this Defendant has no control 
nor right of control. Such misuse, abuse, or alteration was not reasonably foreseeable 
to this Defendant, and proximately caused any loss, injury or damages incurred by 
Plaintiffs. 
EIGHTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs knowingly, voluntarily and unreasonably proceeded to encounter each 
of the known risks and hazards, if any, referred to in the Complaint and this undertaking 
proximately caused and contributed to any loss, injury or damages incurred by Plaintiffs. 
Plaintiffs' claims should be reduced or barred. 
NINTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' claims are barred by virtue of the fact that the product manufactured or 
distributed by this Defendant or this Defendant's predecessor corporations conformed to 
the state-of-the-art applicable to such products at the time of sale or manufacture. 
TENTH DEFENSE 
The claims set forth in Plaintiffs' Complaint are barred by the doctrines of laches, 
waiver, estoppel, release or settlement. 
ELEVENTHDEFENSE 
The products manufactured and sold by this Defendant or this Defendant's 
predecessor corporations, if any, at the time of sale complied with the applicable codes, 
standards, or regulations adopted or promulgated by the United States or the State of 
ldaho or any other applicable state or jurisdiction. 
TWELFTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' claims are bared by the appropriate statutes of limitation and statute or 
doctrine of ultimate repose in Idaho, including ldaho Code §§ 5-201, 5-216, 5-219, 5- 
224, 5-241, 6-1403(3) and in any other applicable state or jurisdiction. 
THIRTEENTH DEFENSE 
Any damage, injury or condition, if any alleged in Plaintiffs' Complaint was 
caused or substantially contributed to by Plaintiffs' own negligence, and comparative 
fault andfor knowing and voluntary assumption of known and appreciated risks, and 
such comparative fault andfor assumption of risk bars or reduces Plaintiffs' claims 
> 4, pursuant to Idaho Code §§ 6-801 and 6-1404. 
(9 In the event Plaintiffs are entitled to any damages, the amount of these damages 
should be reduced by the fault of Plaintiffs and any person whose negligent acts or 
omissions are imputed to Plaintiffs. 
FOURTEENTH DEFENSE 
This Court lacks jurisdiction regarding the subject matter of this action by virtue of 
the Workers Compensation and Occupational Disease Acts in this jurisdiction and other 
jurisdictions. This Defendant alleges that at the time of the injuries alleged in Plaintiffs' 
Complaint, Plaintiffs were employed and was entitled to receive Worker's Compensation 
benefits from his employers; that all of Plaintiffs' employers, other than this Defendant, if 
Plaintiffs were ever employed by this Defendant, were negligent in and about or at fault 
concerning the matters referred to in said Complaint, and that such negligence or fault 
on the part of said employers approximately and concurrently contributed to the loss or 
damage complained of by Plaintiffs, if any; and that by reason thereof, this Defendant 
was entitled to set off any such benefits received or to be received by Plaintiffs against 
any judgment which may be rendered in favor of Plaintiffs. 
FIFTEENTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' claims should be dismissed or stayed for failure to join one or more 
necessary and indispensable parties as required by the ldaho Code and Rule 19 of the 
ldaho Rules of Civil Procedure. 
SIXTEENTH DEFENSE 
If Plaintiffs have received, or if the Plaintiffs in the future receive, Worker's 
V $ Compensation benefits from this Defendant as a consequence of the alleged industrial 
injury referred to in Plaintiffs' Complaint, and in the event Plaintiffs are awarded 
damages against this Defendant, this Defendant claims a credit against this award to 
the extent that this Defendant is barred from enforcing its rights to reimbursement for 
Worker's Compensation benefits that Plaintiffs have received or may in the future 
receive. 
SEVENTEENTHDEFENSE 
This Defendant claims a set-off as to any potential judgment or award on behalf 
of Plaintiffs against this Defendant for any monies paid by other defendants or 
nonparties at fault to Plaintiffs or any monies paid to Plaintiffs on behalf of this 
Defendant or any benefits received or owed to Plaintiffs by any state or federal industrial 
insurance or worker's compensation fund or program. 
EIGHTEENTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' damages, economic and non-economic, if any, are limited to the 
amount permitted by ldaho statutes at the time of the wrongful acts, if any. 
NINETEENTH DEFENSE 
There is no legal or factual basis for Plaintiffs' claim for exemplary or punitive 
damages. Punitive damages are not recoverable, or in the alternative, the Court should 
reduce or disallow any award for exemplary damages as provided by ldaho law and 
"\t pursuant to ldaho Code § 6-1604. \"' 
WENTIETH DEFENSE 
This Defendant cannot be liable to Plaintiffs for an amount greater than that 
represented by the degree or percentage of fault, if any, attributable to this Defendant 
that produced Plaintiffs' claimed damages. If liability is assessed in any respect against 
this Defendant, then the fault or responsibility of all parties, joined or non-joined, 
including that of Plaintiffs, must be evaluated and liability apportioned among all 
persons and entities in proportion to respective fault or responsibility. ldaho Code 99 6- 
802 and 16-1404. 
TWENTY-FIRST DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' alleged injuries, if any, were caused or contributed to by the failure of 
Plaintiffs' employers to provide instructions to Plaintiffs concerning the safe use of 
asbestos products, failure to provide Plaintiffs with a safe work place, and failure to 
provide equipment to protect Plaintiffs from harmful exposure. 
TWENTY-SECOND DEFENSE 
Even if Plaintiffs were exposed to any asbestos fibers contained in this 
Defendant's products, which this Defendant denies, such exposure did not cause or 
contribute to, or was not a substantial factor in bringing about, the injury, condition, or 
damages alleged in Plaintiffs' Complaint. 
TWENTY-THIRD DEFENSE 
This Defendant's products, if any, were sold to or for the use of purchasers 
and/or consumers sophisticated in the contents, hazard and use of said products and in 
complete control of the work place wherein Plaintiffs were allegedly exposed; by reason 
of the sale by this Defendant to a learned intermediary or sophisticated purchaser, 
liability by this Defendant, if any, terminated upon sale, and this Defendant was relieved 
of any duty to inform the purchaser's employees, including Plaintiffs, of the contents, 
hazards or safe use of the products. 
This Defendant alleges that at all times relative to matters alleged in Plaintiffs' 
Complaint, all of Plaintiffs' employers, other than this Defendant, were sophisticated 
users of asbestos-containing products and said employers' negligence in providing the 
product to their employees in a negligent, careless and reckless manner was a 
superseding cause of the Plaintiffs' injuries, if any. 
TWENTY-FOURTH DEFENSE 
This Defendant's asbestos-containing products, if any, which are alleged to have 
caused Plaintiffs' injuries, were manufactured in compliance with and/or supplied 
pursuant to government contracts and/or specifications promulgated and approved by 
the United States andlor state government or Plaintiffs' employers or owners of 
b\ 
Plaintiffs' worksites. Accordingly, this Defendant is immune to liability for any damages 
\ 
suffered by Plaintiffs as a consequence of exposure to asbestos in such products. 
TWENTY-FIFTH DEFENSE 
This Defendant denies all cross-claims which have been asserted or which may 
be asserted against it in this matter. 
TWENTY-SIXTH DEFENSE 
If Plaintiffs incurred any injury or damage, which this Defendant denies, the risk of 
such latent injury or damage was not foreseeable. 
TWENTY-SEVENTH DEFENSE 
Failure to warn, if any, was not a substantial cause of the alleged injuries of 
Plaintiffs. 
TWENTY-EIGHTH DEFENSE 
If the Plaintiffs and those around Plaintiffs were users of cigarettes or other tobacco 
products or if Plaintiffs were exposed to such products by the use of others, such use 
or exposure caused or contributed to the diseases and consequential damages alleged in 
Plaintiffs' Complaint. The Restatement (2d) of Torts § 433(a) is pled as an affirmative 
defense. 
TWENTY-NINTH DEFENSE 
Any exposure, if any, by Plaintiffs' decedent to this Defendant's products which are 
alleged to have contained asbestos must, in law, be considered de minimis and not a 
proximate cause of Plaintiffs' injuries. 
THIRTIETH DEFENSE 
This Defendant hereby incorporates by reference any and all affirmative defenses 
heretofore and hereinafter set forth by other defendants as though fully set forth herein. 
THIRTY-FIRST DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' claims for punitive or exemplary damages are barred insofar as they 
violate the Sixth, Eighth and Fourteenth Amendments of the United States Constitution 
and any similar provisions of the ldaho Constitution and/or any other applicable state 
constitution. Any award of punitive damages would be excessive, repetitive and 
fundamentally unfair to this Defendant. 
THIRTY-SECOND DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' claim for pain and suffering is precluded by applicable ldaho law. 
THIRTY-THIRD DEFENSE 
To the extent the claims attempted to be asserted against this Defendant are 
predicated upon breach of warranty or breach of contractual relationships, the same are 
barred because Plaintiffs had no contractual relationship, express or implied, with this 
Defendant. There is no privity of contract nor any other type of privity between Plaintiffs 
and this Defendant. Plaintiffs' claims for breach of express or implied warranties, if any, 
are barred because Plaintiffs failed within a reasonable time to notify this Defendant of the 
fkj p alleged breach. 
THIRTY-FOURTH DEFENSE 
There is no concert or concurrence of action between any of this Defendant and 
any of the other defendants herein and said defendants are therefore not joint tortfeasors 
and, accordingly, this Defendant may not be held jointly and severally among themselves 
with any other defendant. 
THIRTY-FIFTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' claims and damages, if any, are barred or limited by the ldaho Tort 
Reform Act, ldaho Code § 6-1601 et seq. 
THIRTY-SIXTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' Complaint fails to state a claim upon which relief may be granted. 
THIRTY-SEVENTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' fraud and conspiracy claims should be dismissed for failure to plead such 
claims with sufficient particularity, as required by Rule 9(b) of the ldaho Rules of Civil 
Procedure. 
THIRTY-EIGHTH DEFENSE 
Punitive damages are not recoverable against this Defendant if any co-defendant 
in this proceeding has filed a petition for relief under the bankruptcy laws of the United 
States and has received a stay in any court. 
THIRTY-NINTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' non-economic damages, if any, are limited to a maximum amount of 
$250,000.00, adjusted, pursuant to ldaho Code § 6-1603. 
FORTIETH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' entitlement to damages, if any, may be allowed only to the extent 
Plaintiffs' damages exceed amounts received by the Plaintiffs from collateral sources 
pursuant to ldaho Code § 6-1606. 
FORTY-FIRST DEFENSE 
Plaintiff" common law claims of joint and several liability are limited to the causes of 
action listed in ldaho Code § 6-803(5). 
FORTY-SECOND DEFENSE 
This Defendant hereby reserves the right to add additional affirmative defenses as 
discovery progresses. 
JURY DEMAND 
This Defendant requests trial by a jury. 
WHEREFORE, this Defendant prays that Plaintiffs' Complaint be dismissed and 
that judgment be entered in favor of this Defendant for its costs expended in the 
defense thereof, including attorneys' fees, expert witness fees, and for such other relief 
as the Court deems appropriate. 
i 
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GENERAL ELECTRIC, et al., 
Defendants. 
Case No. CV 2006-2474 PI 
ANSWER AND DEMAND FOR JURY 
TFUAL 
ANSWER AND DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL - 1 7 
COMES NOW Defendant Carlock Incorporated ('Garlock"), by and through its undersiped 
attorneys of record and answers Plaintiff's Complaint for Wrongful Death and Loss of Consofiium 
- Asbestos and Jury Demand as follows. Further, that by entering its appearance, said Carlock does 
not waive any objection it may have as to jurisdiction, venue, or sufficiency of process. 
I. FIRST DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' Complaint fails to state a valid claim upon which relief may be granted. 
11. SECOND DEFENSE 
Garlock denies each and every allegation of Plaintiffs' Complaint not specifically admitted 
herein. 
1. Answering paragraph 1 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, Garlock admits only that it is a 
business entity organized and existing under the laws of a state other than Idaho and is authorized 
to do business in Idaho. Garlock is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as 
the truth of the allegations contained in paragraph 1 relating to other Defendants. Garlock denies 
the remaining allegations contained in paragraph 1. 
2. Answering paragraphs 2 through 23 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, Garlock has insufficient 
information to form a belief as to the truth of any of the allegations relating to the Plaintiffs or 
Defendants other than Garlock and, therefore, denies the same. 
3. Answering paragraph 24 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, Garlock admits only that it is a 
business entity organized and existing under the laws of a state other than Idaho and is authorized 
to do business in Idaho. 
4. Answering paragraphs 25 through 63 of Plaintiffs9 Complaint, Garlock has 
insufficient information to form a belief as the truth of any of the allegations relating to the Plaintiffs 
or Defendants other than Garlock and, therefore, denies the same. 
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5 .  Answering paragraph 64 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, Garlock denies the allegations 
irisoFar as they are directed at Garlock. Further, Garlock has insufficient illfornation to form a belief 
as the truth of any of the allegations relating to Defendants other than Garlock and, therefore, denies 
the same. 
6. Ansvn~ering pzagraphs 65 through 70, Garlock denies the allegations insofar as they 
are directed at Carloek. Garlock further responds that it is without knowledge or information 
sufficient to f o m  a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained in paragraphs 65 through 70 as 
they relate to other Defendants and, therefore, denies them. 
&sl, 
$9 7. Answering paragraph 71 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, Carlock incorporates its previous 
responses to the preceding paragraphs of Plaintiffs' Complaint. 
8. Answering paragraphs 72 through 78 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, Garlock denies the 
allegations insofar as they are directed at Garlock. Garlock further responds that it is without 
knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained in 
paragraphs 72 through 78 as they relate to other Defendants and, therefore, denies them. 
9. Answering paragraph 79 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, Garlock incorporates its previous 
responses to the preceding paragraphs of Plaintiffs' Complaint. 
10. Answering paragraphs 80 through 88 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, Garlock denies the 
allegations insofar as they are directed at Garlock. Garlock further responds that it is without 
knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained in 
paragraphs 80 through 88 as they relate to other Defendants and, therefore, denies them. 
1 1. Answering paragraph 89 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, Carlock incorporates its previous 
responses to the preceding paragraphs of Plaintiffs' Complaint. 
12. Answering paragraphs 90 through 93 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, Garlock denies the 
allegations insofar as they are directed at Garlock. Garlock further responds that it is without 
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knowledge or info~mation sufficient to f o m ~  a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained in 
paragraphs 90 through 93 as they relate to other Defendants and, therefore, denies them. 
13. Answering paragraph 94 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, Garlock incorporates its previous 
responses to the preceding paragraphs of Plaintiffs' Complaint. 
1 hswering paragraphs 95 through 104 of Plaintiffs' Complairit, Garlock denies the 
allegations insofar as they are directed at Garlock. Garlock further responds that it is without 
knowledge or information sufficient to foi~n a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained in 
paragraphs 95 through 104 as they relate to other Defendants and, therefore, denies them. 
15. Answering paragraph 105 ofPlaiiitiffs' Complaint, Garlock incorporates its previous 
responses to the preceding paragraphs of Plaintiffs' Complaint. 
16. Answering paragraphs 106 through 1 1 1 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, Garlock denies the 
allegations insofar as they are directed at Garlock. Garlock further responds that it is without 
knowledge or information sufficient to foim a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained in 
paragraphs 106 through 1 I 1  as they relate to other Defendants and, therefore, denies them. 
17. Answering paragraph 1 12 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, Garlock incorporates its previous 
responses to the preceding paragraphs of Plaintiffs' Complaint. 
18. Answering paragraphs 113 and 114 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, Garlock denies the 
allegations insofar as they are directed at Garlock. Garlock further responds that it is without 
knowledge or information sufficient to foim a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained in 
paragraphs 1 13 and 1 14 as they relate to other Defendants and, therefore, denies them. 
19. Answeringparagraph 1 15 ofplaintiffs' Complaint, Garlock incorporates its previous 
responses to the preceding paragraphs of Plaintiffs' Complaint. 
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20. Answering paragraphs 1 16 through 122 of Plaintiffs' Complaint Garlock denies the 
allegations insofar as they are directed at Garlock. Garlock further responds that it is without 
knowledge or infoilnation sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained in 
pxagraphs 1 13 and 1 14 as they relate to other Defendants and, therefore, denies them. 
2 1. Answering paragraph 124 and 125 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, Garlock denies the 
allegations insofar as they are directed at Garlock, Carlock further responds that it is without 
knowledge or infoilnation sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained in 
paragraphs 124 and 125 as they relate to other Defendants and, therefore, denies them. 
111. GARLOCK HEREBY ASSERTS THE FOLLOWING SEPARATE AND DISTINCT, 
AFFImATIVE DEFENSES 
pi 1. That the Plaintiffs' clainzs are barred because it was not presented within the time 
prescribed by law for the commencement of an action upon the claim asserted, pursuant to the 
appropriate statute of limitation, including, but not limited to the following separate and distinct 
sections of the Idaho Code, $9 5-201, 5-216, 5-219,6-1303 and 6-1403(3). 
2. That the Complaint, and all causes of action contained therein, have failed to set forth 
facts and allegations sufficient to constitute a cause of action against Garlock in that the complaint 
fails to state with particularity the circumstances constituting the alleged ii-audulent concealment of 
the alleged wrongs. Garlock has never engaged in any deception or fraud. The claims asserted in 
the Complaint, therefore, arc barred by the relevant statutes of limitation. 
3. That Plaintiffs unreasonably delayed in bringing this action, without good cause 
therefore, and thereby has prejudiced the rights of Garlock, and as a direct and proximate cause 
thereof, this action is barred by laches. 
4. That Plaintiffs have not been injured by any product manufactured by Garlock. 
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That at all relevant times, all Carlock products were in confoi~nity with the state of the art 
in the industry and tvith Federal Standard. The products made by Garlock are not inherently 
dangerous to human safely. Any asbestos in any Garlock product is locked in, incapsulated, and 
firmly bound or otherwise contained. Garlock products do not release dangerous mou i~ t s  of 
asbestos dust or fibers into the air. 
5.  That Garlock has had no notice or reason to believe that any of its products might be 
potentially hazardous, since, inter alia, any asbestos fibers contained in its products are locked in, 
incapsulated, and firmly bound, or otherwise contained. Garlock could not have reasonably foreseen 
any danger associated with the use of any of its products and may not be charged with the notice that 
. ?'J 
\ 
any of its products posed hazard. 
Garlock has never been and is not now a part of the "asbestos and insulation products" 
industry to which Plaintiffs refer. Any alleged knowledge possessed by member of said industry was 
not shared by and may not be imputed to Garlock because Garlock has not manufactured asbestos- 
containing insulation products. 
6. That Garlock did not know or believe and had no reason to know or believe at the 
time that Plaintiffs were allegedly exposed to its asbestos-containing products, or at any time, that 
they posed a risk sufficient to give rise to a duty to warn. 
That at all times since the enactment of the Occupation Safety and Health Act ("OSHA"), 
Garlock has fully complied with the requirements of OSHA and rules and regulations thereunder. 
7.  That any warranties deemed to have been made by Garlock were either fulfilled, 
terminated or disclaimed. 
8. That insofar as the Plaintiffs' Complaint is based on an allegation of 
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misrepresentation and fraud by Garlock, the Complaint fails to state with particularity tlie 
circumstances constituting the alleged gaud. The Complaint, therefore, fails to state a claim against 
Garlock up on which relief may be granted. Garlock has never engaged in any concealment, 
misrepresentation or fraud. 
9. That the alleged injuries of Plaintiffs were caused, in whole or in part, by their own 
acts or omissions in that, an-long other things: 
a. Plaintiffs failed to exercise ordinary care for their own safety when they knew 
or should have known of the hazards incident to his work; 
b. Plaintiffs failed to utilize protective clothing and safety equipment when they 
knew or should have known that the materials with which they were working might be hai~nful; 
c. Plaintiffs failed to use properly Garlock products and subjected them to use 
that was abnoi~nal, inappropriate, improper and not reasonably foreseeable by Garlock; 
d. Plaintiffs failed to advise, request, or demand that their employer(s) provide 
proper safety equipment, clothing, and protective devices for their use as employees; 
Plaintiffs failed to heed advice and warning given about proper and safe working conditions 
and use of the products with which they were working and failed to use equipment provided to them 
by their employer(s) and others. 
10. That Plaintiffs assumed any risks incident to their employment, including exposure 
to asbestos. Plaintiffs, at all times mentioned in the Complaint, were aware of all conditions ofhis 
employment, and fully appreciated all the risks, if any, that were involved, including exposure to 
asbestos. Notwithstanding such knowledge on the part of the Plaintiffs, Plaintiffs continued in their 
employment and voluntarily assumed the risk of the very injuries, if any, of which the Plaintiffs 
complain. Such an assumption of the risks is a bar to any recover against Garlock. 
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1 1. That the injuries and damages alleged in said complaint, and each and every cause 
of action thereof, if m y  there were, were the direct and proximate result of the misuse, abuse, or 
alteration of said products after they left the custody and the control of Garlock by Plaintiffs and/or 
their employers. 
12. That the culpable conduct of the Plaintiffs, including their own negligence and 
ass~~mption of the risk, caused, in whole or in part, the damages alleged in the Complaint, and 
therefore, the alleged damages should be diminished in the proportion which the culpable conduct 
attributable to the Plaintiffs bears to any culpable conduct by Garloek that allegedly caused damage 
to the Plaintiffs. 
n 4 13. That any finding of negligence against Carlock should be compared to the negligence 
I \ '\ of all other parties to this action, including the Plaintiffs and all other Defendants. 
14. That any alleged injuries to the Plaintiffs were due to and solely caused by the 
negligence of his employers, their agents and employees, in failing to provide safe and suitable 
working conditions; in failing to train properly and supervise the Plaintiffs; in failing to warn the 
Plaintiffs of any dangerous condition that such employer, their agents and employees knew or should 
have known were incident to the work being performed by the Plaintiffs; and in failing to provide 
safety equipment to the Plaintiffs. The negligence of said employer, their agents and employees, is 
an intervening and superseding cause of the alleged injuries to the Plaintiffs and a bar to any 
recovery by the Plaintiffs against Garlock. 
15. That the Plaintiffs' employer(s) were aware of the possible risks, if any, involved in 
the utilization of materials containing asbestos, and fully appreciated all of risks, if any, and further 
voluntarily assumed the risks of injuries, loss and damages, if any, as set forth in the Complaint. The 
assumption of this risk proximately contributed to and caused the damages, if any, described in the 
Complaint. 
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16. That the worker's compcllsation cmiers for said employers have made and will in 
the future make certain payments to the Plaintiffs herein by reason of the injuries Plaintiffs allegedly 
received while in the course and scope of their employment for said employers. That the aforesaid 
carelessiiess and negligence bars recovemy against Garlock of all sums paid or to be paid to or on 
behalf of Plaintiffs by way of worker's compensation benefits as aforesaid. That the carelessness 
and negligence and said employers is by law imputed to said insurance carriers. 
17. That the Complaint herein, and each cause of action thereof, is barred as against 
Garlock by the provisions of Idaho Code $9 72-201 et seq. 
18. That insofar as Plaintiffs intend to assert a claim for punitive damages, it is premised 
J'. e 
\ on an alleged course of conduct vis a vis, the general public, and the Plaintiffs in this action, is 
therefore, not the real party in interest as to said purported punitivc damage claim, and is barred and 
foreclosed from asserting such claim. 
19. Garlock did not participate in any of the activities for which Plaintiffs assert that 
punitive damages may be assessed. 
20. Any asbestos containingproducts manufactured and sold by Garlock which gives rise 
to Plaintiffs' claims herein were designed and manufactured pursuant to and in accordance with 
specifications mandated by the United States Government or its agencies. The knowledge of the 
United States Government and its agencies of ally possible health hazards fi-om use of such products 
was equal or superior to that of Garlock, and by reason thereof Garlock is entitled to such immunity 
froin liability as exists in favor of the United States Government or its agencies. 
2 1. That Plaintiffs failed to mitigate their damages, if any. 
22. That Plaintiffs failed to join one or more necessary and indispensable parties. 
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23. That in conformity with Idaho Code 3 6-802, Garlock cannot be liable to Plaintiffs 
for any amount greater than that represented by the degree or perceitage of fault, if any, attributable 
to Garlock. 
24. Garlock denies all cross-claims that may be asserted against it in this matter. 
25. 'The risk of any injury or damage alleged in Plaintiffs' Complaint was unforeseeable 
at the time relevant products were manufactured or sold. 
26. Plaintiffs' exposure to cigarette smoke, other tobacco products, or noxious fumes and 
residues caused or contributed to the damages alleged in the Plaintiffs' Complaint. 
27. Any exposure, if any, by Plaintiffs to Garlock products alleged to contain asbestos 
must be considered de minimis and not a proximate cause of Plaintiffs' alleged injuries. 
28. Garlock hereby incorporates by reference all affirmative defenses heretofore and 
hereinafter set forth by Co-Defendants as though fully set forth herein. 
29. Plaintiffs' claims and damages, if any, are barred or limited by the Idaho Tort Reform 
Act, Idaho Code j j  6-1 60 1, et seq. 
30. Garlock has not conducted discovery in this action and, therefore, expressly reserves 
the right to amend this answer to add additional or supplemental defenses and to file and serve other 
responsive pleadings, allegations, or claims. 
3 1. Plaintiffs' claims are barred as a matter or public policy inasmuch as the social utility 
and public benefit of asbestos-containing products outweigh any alleged risks of such products. 
32. Plaintiffs have not sufficiently served Garlock in this matter and accordingly, the 
Court lacks jurisdiction over Garlock. 
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m E m F O E ,  Defendant Carlock Incorporated prays that the Colnplaint be dismissed with 
prejudice and without recovery and that judgment be entered in its favor for costs expended in the 
defense hereof, including attorney fees, and for such other relief as the Court deems appropriate. 
IV. DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 
Defe~ldant Carlock Incorporated demand a trial by jury, composed of the number of persons 
allowed by law, on all issues, claims, and defenses so triable. 
DATED this fi54'dkc of July, 2006. 
BRASSEY, WETHEWLL, CRAWFORD & G W T T  
BY 
Attorneys for Defendant Garlock Incorporated 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this aq4Lday of July, 2006,I served a true and correct copy 
of the foregoing ANSWER AND DEMAND FOR .JURY TRIAL upon each of the following 
individuals by causing the same to be delivered by the method and to the addresses indicated below: 
James C. Arnold 
PETERSEN, PARKINSON & ARNOLD 
PLLC 
390 North Capitol Avenue 
P.O. Box 1645 
Idaho Falls, Idaho 83403-1645 
C. Patterson Keahey 
G. PATTERSON KEAHEY, P.C. 
One Independence Plaza, Suite 6 12 
Birmingham, Alabama 35209 
U.S. Mail, postage prepaid 
Hand-Delivered 
Overnight Mail 
Facsimile (208) 522-8547 
'OC U.S. Mail, postage prepaid 
Hand-Delivered 
__ Overnight Mail 
Facsimile (205) 871 -0801 
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Wade L. Woodard, ID No. 6312 
GREENER BANDUCCI SHOEMAKER, PA 
81 5 W. Washington Street 
Boise, ID 83702 
Telephone: (208) 31 9-2600 
Facsimile: (208) 31 9-2601 
Mary Price Birk, Colo. No. 1041 5 
Ronald L. Hellbusch, Colo. No. 26094 
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ATTORNEYS FOR DEFENDANT 
UNION CARBIDE CORPORATION 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF BANNOCK COUNTY, IDAHO 
SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
MILDRED CASTORENA, Individually and 
as Spouse and Personal Representative of 
the Estate of Ted Castorena, et al., 
Plaintiffs, 
v. 
GENERAL ELECTRIC, et al., 
Civil No. CV-2006-2474 PI 
ANSWER OF DEFENDANT 
UNION CARBIDE CORPORATION 
TO PLAINTIFFS' COMPLAINT 
AND JURY DEMAND 
Defendants. I 
Defendant Union Carbide Corporation ("this Defendant") by and through its 
attorneys, answers Plaintiffs' Complaint ("Complaint") as follows: 
As used herein "Plaintiffs" refers to Plaintiffs and their decedents on whose 
behalf they have filed their Complaint. 
RESPONSE TO ALLEGATIONS IN SECTION I, JURISDICTION AND VENUE 
I. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 1 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 1 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and accordingly 
denies the same. 
2, This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 2 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 2 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and accordingly 
denies the same. 
3. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 3 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 3 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and accordingly 
denies the same 
4. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 4 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 4 of Plaintiffs'Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and accordingly 
denies the same. 
5. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 5 of Plaintiffs' 
c "; 
tt b Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 5 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and accordingly 
denies the same. 
6. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 6 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 6 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and accordingly 
denies the same. 
7. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 7 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 7 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and accordingly 
denies the same. 
8. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 8 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 8 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and accordingly 
denies the same. 
9. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 9 of Plaintiffs' 
$,' Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 9 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and accordingly 
denies the same. 
10. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 10 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 10 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
11. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 11 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 11 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
12. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 12 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 12 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
13. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 13 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 13 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
14. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 14 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 14 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
15. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 15 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 15 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
16. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 16 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 16 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
17. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 17 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 17 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
18. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 18 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 18 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
19. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 19 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 19 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
20. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 20 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 20 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
21. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 21 of Plaintiffs" 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
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1- information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 21 of Plaintiffs'Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
22. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 22 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 22 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
23. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 23 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 23 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
24. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 24 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 24 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
25. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 25 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 25 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
26. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 26 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 26 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
27. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 27 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 27 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
28. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 28 of Plaintiffs" 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 28 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
29. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 29 of Plaintiffs' 
\ Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
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information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 29 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
30. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 30 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 30 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
31. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 31 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 31 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
32. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 32 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 32 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
33. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 33 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
/i 
$ information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 33 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
34. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 34 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 34 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
35. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 35 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 35 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
36. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 36 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 36 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
37. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 37 of Plaintiffs' 
- -+ Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
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information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 37 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
38. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 38 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 38 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
39. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 39 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 39 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
40. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 40 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 40 of Plaintiffs'Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
41. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 41 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
( L! 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
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paragraph 41 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
42. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 42 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 42 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
43. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 43 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 43 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
44. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 44 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 44 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
45. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 45 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 45 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
46. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 46 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 46 of Plaintiffs'Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
47. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 47 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 47 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
48. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 48 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 48 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
49. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 49 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 




paragraph 49 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
50. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 50 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 50 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
51. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 51 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 51 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
52. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 52 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 52 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
53. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 53 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
o\ r J  
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paragraph 53 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
54. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 54 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 54 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
55. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 55 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 55 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
56. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 56 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 56 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
57. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 57 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
t i  9 4 information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
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paragraph 57 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
58. This Defendant admits the allegations in the first sentence of paragraph 
58 of Plaintiffs' Complaint. This Defendant denies the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 58 of Plaintiffs' Complaint. 
59. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 59 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 59 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
60. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 60 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 60 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
61. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 61 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
\ 
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paragraph 61 of Plaintiffs'Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
62. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 62 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 62 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
63. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 63 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant, if any. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 63 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
64. This Defendant admits that it may have at some time manufactured, 
distributed, or sold asbestos or asbestos-containing products. This Defendant is 
without knowledge or information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the 
remaining allegations in paragraph 64 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other 
defendants, and accordingly denies the same. 
65. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 65 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
- information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 65 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
66. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 66 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 66 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
67. This Defendant denies the allegations in paragraph 67 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. 
68. The allegations in paragraph 68 of Plaintiffs' Complaint are not directed 
against this Defendant and, as such, no response is required. To the extent any 
response is required, this Defendant denies the allegations. 
69. The allegations in paragraph 69 of Plaintiffs' Complaint are not directed 
against this Defendant and, as such, no response is required. To the extent any 
response is required, this Defendant denies the allegations. 
70. This Defendant is without knowledge or information upon which to form a 
belief as to the truth of the allegations in paragraph 70 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, and, 
accordingly, denies the same. 
RESPONSE TO ALLEGATIONS IN THE FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
(Negligence) 
\"" 
71. In response to 71 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, this Defendant incorporates its 
previous responses to the preceding paragraphs of Plaintiffs' Complaint. 
72. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 72 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 72 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
73. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 73 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 73 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
74. This Defendant admits that it may have at some time manufactured, 
distributed, or sold asbestos or asbestos-containing products and denies the remaining 
allegations in paragraph 74 of Plaintiffs' Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This 
Defendant is without knowledge or information upon which to form a belief as to the 
truth of the remaining allegations in paragraph 74 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate 
to other defendants, and accordingly denies the same. 
ii 
75. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 75 of Plaintiffs' 
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\ "  Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 75 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
76. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 76 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 76 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
77. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 77 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 77 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
78. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 78 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 78 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
RESPONSE TO ALLEGATIONS IN THE SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 
79. In response to 79 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, this Defendant incorporates ~ t s  
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previous responses to the preceding paragraphs of Plaintiffs' Complaint. 
80. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 80 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 80 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
81. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 81 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 81 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
82. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 82 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 82 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
83. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 83 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 83 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
84. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 84 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 84 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
85. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 85 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 85 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
86. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 86 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 86 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
87. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 87 of Plaintiffs' 
r 
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Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
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information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 87 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
88. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 88 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 88 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
RESPONSE TO ALLEGATIONS IN THE THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 
89. In response to 89 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, this Defendant incorporates its 
previous responses to the preceding paragraphs of Plaintiffs' Complaint. 
90. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 90 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 90 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
91. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 91 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 91 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
92. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 92 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a beiief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 92 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
93. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 93 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 93 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
RESPONSE TO ALLEGATIONS IN THE FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
94. In response to 94 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, this Defendant incorporates its 
previous responses to the preceding paragraphs of Plaintiffs' Complaint. 
95. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 95 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 95 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
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J accordingly denies the same. 
96. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 96 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 96 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingty denies the same. 
97. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 97 of Plaintiffs' 
Comp!aint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 97 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
98. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 98 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 98 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
99. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 99 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 99 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
100. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 100 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 100 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
101. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 101 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 101 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
102. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 102 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 102 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
103. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 103 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 103 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
104. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 104 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 104 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
RESPONSE TO ALLEGATIONS IN THE FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
105. In response to 105 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, this Defendant incorporates its 
previous responses to the preceding paragraphs of Plaintiffs' Complaint. 
106. The allegations in paragraph 106 of Plaintiffs' Complaint are not directed 
against this Defendant and, as such, no response is required. To the extent any 
response is required, this Defendant denies the allegations. 
107. The allegations in paragraph 107 of Plaintiffs' Complaint are not directed 
against this Defendant and, as such, no response is required. To the extent any 
response is required, this Defendant denies the allegations. 
108. The allegations in paragraph 188 of Plaintiffs' Complaint are not directed 
against this Defendant and, as such, no response is required. To the extent any 
d 
response is required, this Defendant denies the allegations. 
P 
8 ti 109. The allegations in paragraph 109 of Plaintiffs' Complaint are not directed 
against this Defendant and, as such, no response is required. To the extent any 
response is required, this Defendant denies the allegations. 
1 10. The allegations in paragraph 11 0 of Plaintiffs' Complaint are not directed 
against this Defendant and, as such, no response is required. To the extent any 
response is required, this Defendant denies the allegations. 
1 11. The allegations in paragraph 11 1 of Plaintiffs' Complaint are not directed 
against this Defendant and, as such, no response is required. To the extent any 
response is required, this Defendant denies the allegations. 
RESPONSE TO ALLEGATIONS IN THE SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
112. In response to 112 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, this Defendant incorporates its 
previous responses to the preceding paragraphs of Plaintiffs' Complaint. 
113. The allegations in paragraph 113 of Plaintiffs' Complaint are not directed 
against this Defendant and, as such, no response is required. To the extent any 
response is required, this Defendant denies the allegations. 
114. The allegations in paragraph 114 of Plaintiffs' Complaint are not directed 
against this Defendant and, as such, no response is required. To the extent any 
response is required, this Defendant denies the allegations. 
RESPONSE TO ALLEGATIONS IN THE EIGHTH CAUSE OF ACTION rslcl 
1 15. In response to 1 15 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, this Defendant incorporates its 
L 
f b 6  
previous responses to the preceding paragraphs of Plaintiffs' Complaint. 
It 
116. This Defendant is without knowledge or information upon which to form a 
belief as to the truth of the allegations in paragraph 116 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, and, 
accordingly, denies the same. 
117. This Defendant is without knowledge or information upon which to form a 
belief as to the truth of the allegations in paragraph 11 7 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, and, 
accordingly, denies the same. 
118. This Defendant denies the allegations in paragraph 118 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint. 
11 9. This Defendant is without knowledge or information upon which to form a 
belief as to the truth of the allegations in paragraph 11 9 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, and, 
accordingly, denies the same. 
120. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 120 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 120 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
121. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 121 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 




paragraph 121 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
122. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 122 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 122 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
RESPONSE TO ALLEGATIONS IN THE NINTH CAUSE OF ACTION rslcl 
123. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 123 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 123 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
124. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 124 of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 124 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
125. This Defendant denies all allegations in paragraph 125 of Plaintiffs' 
L 
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Complaint that relate to this Defendant. This Defendant is without knowledge or 
information upon which to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations in 
paragraph 125 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, as they relate to other defendants, and 
accordingly denies the same. 
FIRST DEFENSE 
This Defendant denies each and every allegation in Plaintiffs' Complaint not 
specifically admitted herein. 
SECOND DEFENSE 
This Court lacks jurisdiction over this Defendant. 
THIRD DEFENSE 
Venue is not proper before this Court. 
FOURTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' Complaint against this Defendant should be dismissed for failure to 
serve process properly and timely. 
FIFTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs, by failing to act reasonably or to exercise due diligence after the 
discovery of the alleged injury, condition, or disability, failed to mitigate or reasonably 
avoid Plaintiffs' loss, injury or damages, if any. Accordingly, that amount of damages to 
which Plaintiffs are entitled, if any, should be reduced by the amount of damages which 
would have otherwise been mitigated or reasonably avoided. 
SIXTH DEFENSE 
The conduct, acts, omissions or negligence of third persons for whom this 
Defendant was not responsible, and had no control nor right of control, intervened and 
superseded the negligence, responsibility or strict liability, if any, of this Defendant, in 
causing the injury, damage or condition alleged in Plaintiffs' Complaint. 
SEVENTH DEFENSE 
The products referred to in the Complaint were misused, abused, altered or used 
not in accordance with the recommended or manufacture's instruction for the products 
in question by the Plaintiffs, or by third parties, over whom this Defendant has no control 
nor right of control. Such misuse, abuse, or alteration was not reasonably foreseeable 
to this Defendant, and proximately caused any loss, injury or damages incurred by 
Plaintiffs. 
EIGHTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs knowingly, voluntarily and unreasonably proceeded to encounter each 
of the known risks and hazards, if any, referred to in the Complaint and this undertaking 
proximately caused and contributed to any loss, injury or damages incurred by Plaintiffs. 
Plaintiffs' claims should be reduced or barred. 
NINTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' claims are barred by virtue of the fact that the product manufactured or 
distributed by this Defendant or this Defendant's predecessor corporations conformed to 
the state-of-the-art applicable to such products at the time of sale or manufacture. 
TENTHDEFENSE 
The claims set forth in Plaintiffs' Complaint are barred by the doctrines of laches, 
waiver, estoppel, release or settlement. 
ELEVENTHDEFENSE 
The products manufactured and sold by this Defendant or this Defendant's 
predecessor corporations, if any, at the time of sale complied with the applicable codes, 
standards, or regulations adopted or promulgated by the United States or the State of 
ldaho or any other applicable state or jurisdiction. 
TVVELFTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' claims are bared by the appropriate statutes of limitation and statute or 
doctrine of ultimate repose in Idaho, including ldaho Code §§ 5-201, 5-216, 5-219, 5- 
224, 5-241, 6-1403(3) and in any other applicable state or jurisdiction. 
THIRTEENTH DEFENSE 
Any damage, injury or condition, if any alleged in Plaintiffs' Complaint was 
caused or substantially contributed to by Plaintiffs' own negligence, and comparative 
fault andlor knowing and voluntary assumption of known and appreciated risks, and 
such comparative fault andlor assumption of risk bars or reduces Plaintiffs' claims 
pursuant to Idaho Code §§ 6-801 and 6-1404. 
In the event Plaintiffs are entitled to any damages, the amount of these damages 
f .  
d should be reduced by the fault of Plaintiffs and any person whose negligent acts or 
omissions are imputed to Plaintiffs. 
FOURTEENTH DEFENSE 
This Court lacks jurisdiction regarding the subject matter of this action by virtue of 
the Workers Compensation and Occupational Disease Acts in this jurisdiction and other 
jurisdictions. This Defendant alleges that at the time of the injuries alleged in Plaintiffs' 
Complaint, Plaintiffs were employed and was entitled to receive Worker's Compensation 
benefits from their employers; that all of Plaintiffs' employers, other than this Defendant, 
if Plaintiffs were ever employed by this Defendant, were negligent in and about or at 
fault concerning the matters referred to in said Complaint, and that such negligence or 
fault on the part of said employers approximately and concurrently contributed to the 
loss or damage complained of by Plaintiffs, if any; and that by reason thereof, this 
Defendant was entitled to set off any such benefits received or to be received by 
Plaintiffs against any judgment which may be rendered in favor of Plaintiffs. 
FIFTEENTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' claims should be dismissed or stayed for failure to join one or more 
necessary and indispensable parties as required by the ldaho Code and Rure 19 of the 
ldaho Rules of Civil Procedure. 
SIXTEENTH DEFENSE 
i If Plaintiffs have received, or if the Plaintiffs in the future receive, Worker's 
i f t  
Compensation benefits from this Defendant as a consequence of the alleged industrial 
injury referred to in Plaintiffs' Complaint, and in the event Plaintiffs are awarded 
damages against this Defendant, this Defendant claims a credit against this award to 
the extent that this Defendant is barred from enforcing its rights to reimbursement for 
Worker's Compensation benefits that Plaintiffs have received or may in the future 
receive. 
SEVENTEENTHDEFENSE 
This Defendant claims a set-off as to any potential judgment or award on behalf 
of Plaintiffs against this Defendant for any monies paid by other defendants or 
nonparties at fault to Plaintiffs or any monies paid to Plaintiffs on behalf of this 
Defendant or any benefits received or owed to Plaintiffs by any state or federal industrial 
insurance or worker's compensation fund or program. 
EIGHTEENTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' damages, economic and non-economic, if any, are limited to the 
amount permitted by ldaho statutes at the time of the wrongful acts, if any. 
NINETEENTH DEFENSE 
There is no legal or factual basis for Plaintiffs'claim for exemplary or punitive 
damages. Punitive damages are not recoverable, or in the alternative, the Court should 
reduce or disallow any award for exemplary damages as provided by ldaho law and 




k TWENTIETH DEFENSE 
This Defendant cannot be liable to Plaintiffs for an amount greater than that 
represented by the degree or percentage of fault, if any, attributable to this Defendant 
that produced Plaintiffs' claimed damages. If liability is assessed in any respect against 
this Defendant, then the fault or responsibility of all parties, joined or non-joined, 
including that of Plaintiffs, must be evaluated and liability apportioned among all 
persons and entities in proportion to respective fault or responsibility. ldaho Code §§ 6- 
802 and 16-1404. 
TVVENTY-FIRST DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' alleged injuries, if any, were caused or contributed to by the failure of 
Plaintiffs' employers to provide instructions to Plaintiffs concerning the safe use of 
asbestos products, failure to provide Plaintiffs with a safe work place, and failure to 
provide equipment to protect Plaintiffs from harmful exposure. 
TWENTY-SECOND DEFENSE 
Even if Plaintiffs were exposed to any asbestos fibers contained in this 
Defendant's products, which this Defendant denies, such exposure did not cause or 
contribute to, or was not a substantial factor in bringing about, the injury, condition, or 
damages alleged in Plaintiffs' Complaint. 
TWENTY-THIRD DEFENSE 
This Defendant's products, if any, were sold to or for the use of purchasers 
andlor consumers sophisticated in the contents, hazard and use of said products and in 
complete control of the work place wherein Plaintiffs were allegedly exposed; by reason 
of the sale by this Defendant to a learned intermediary or sophisticated purchaser, 
liability by this Defendant, if any, terminated upon sale, and this Defendant was relieved 
of any duty to inform the purchaser's employees, including Plaintiffs, of the contents, 
hazards or safe use of the products. 
This Defendant alleges that at all times relative to matters alleged in Plaintiffs' 
Complaint, all of Plaintiffs' employers, other than this Defendant, were sophisticated 
users of asbestos-containing products and said employers' negligence in providing the 
product to their employees in a negligent, careless and reckless manner was a 
superseding cause of the Plaintiffs' injuries, if any. 
TWENTY-FOURTH DEFENSE 
This Defendant's asbestos-containing products, if any, which are alleged to have 
caused Plaintiffs' injuries, were manufactured in compliance with andlor supplied 
pursuant to government contracts andlor specifications promulgated and approved by 
the United States andlor state government or Plaintiffs' employers or owners of 
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f Plaintiffs' worksites. Accordingly, this Defendant is immune to liability for any damages 
suffered by Plaintiffs as a consequence of exposure to asbestos in such products. 
TWENTY-FIFTH DEFENSE 
This Defendant denies all cross-claims which have been asserted or which may 
be asserted against it in this matter. 
TWENTY-SIXTH DEFENSE 
If Plaintiffs incurred any injury or damage, which this Defendant denies, the risk of 
such latent injury or damage was not foreseeable. 
TWENTY-SEVENTH DEFENSE 
Failure to warn, if any, was not a substantial cause of the alleged injuries of 
Plaintiffs. 
TWENTY-EIGHTH DEFENSE 
If the Plaintiffs and those around Plaintiffs were users of cigarettes or other tobacco 
products or if Plaintiffs were exposed to such products by the use of others, such use 
or exposure caused or contributed to the diseases and consequential damages alleged in 
PlaintiffsXomplaint. The § 4-33(a) is pled as an affirmative 
defense. 
TWENTY-NINTH DEFENSE 
Any exposure, if any, by Plaintiffs' decedent to this Defendant's products which are 
alleged to have contained asbestos must, in law, be considered & minimis and not a 
proximate cause of Plaintiffs' injuries. 
THIRTIETH DEFENSE 
This Defendant hereby incorporates by reference any and all affirmative defenses 
heretofore and hereinafter set forth by other defendants as though fully set forth herein. 
THIRTY-FIRST DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' claims for punitive or exemplary damages are barred insofar as they 
violate the Sixth, Eighth and Fourteenth Amendments of the United States Constitution 
and any similar provisions of the ldaho Constitution andlor any other applicable state 
constitution. Any award of punitive damages would be excessive, repetitive and 
fundamentally unfair to this Defendant. 
THIRTY-SECOND DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' claim for pain and suffering is precluded by applicable ldaho law. 
THIRTY-THIRD DEFENSE 
To the extent the claims attempted to be asserted against this Defendant are 
predicated upon breach of warranty or breach of contractual relationships, the same are 
barred because Plaintiffs had no contractual relationship, express or implied, with this 
Defendant. There is no privity of contract nor any other type of privity between Plaintiffs 
and th~s Defendant. Plaintiffs' claims for breach of express or implied warranties, if any, 




There is no concert or concurrence of action between any of this Defendant and 
any of the other defendants herein and said defendants are therefore not joint tortfeasors 
and, accordingly, this Defendant may not be held jointly and severally among themselves 
with any other defendant. 
THIRTY-FIFTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' claims and damages, if any, are barred or limited by the ldaho Tort 
Reform Act, ldaho Code § 6-1601 et seq. 
THIRTY-SIXTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' Complaint fails to state a claim upon which relief may be granted. 
THIRW-SEVENTl-1 DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' fraud and conspiracy claims should be dismissed for failure to plead such 
claims with sufficient particularity, as required by Rule 9(b) of the ldaho Rules of Civil 
Procedure. 
THIRTY-EIGHTH DEFENSE 
Punitive damages are not recoverable against this Defendant if any co-defendant 
in this proceeding has filed a petition for relief under the bankruptcy laws of the United 
c, i: 
States and has received a stay in any court. 
THIRTY-NINTH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' non-economic damages, if any, are limited to a maximum amount of 
$250,000.00, adjusted, pursuant to ldaho Code § 6-1 603. 
FORTIETH DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' entitlement to damages, if any, may be allowed only to the extent 
Plaintiffs' damages exceed amounts received by the Plaintiffs from collateral sources 
pursuant to ldaho Code § 6-1 606. 
FORTY-FIRST DEFENSE 
Plaintiff' common law claims of joint and several liability are limited to the causes of 
action listed in ldaho Code § 6-803(5). 
FORTY-SECOND DEFENSE 
This Defendant hereby reserves the right to add additional affirmative defenses as 
discovery progresses. 
JURY DEMAND 
This Defendant requests trial by a jury. 
WHEREFORE, this Defendant prays that Plaintiffs' Complaint be dismissed and 
that judgment be entered in favor of this Defendant for its costs expended in the 
defense thereof, including attorneys' fees, expert witness fees, and for such other relief 
as the Court deems appropriate. 
Dated thisJw day of July, 2006. 
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By: 
Wade L. Woodard 
81 5 W. Washington Street 
Boise, ID 83702 
Telephone: (208) 31 9-2600 
Facsimile: (208) 31 9-2601 
And 
BAKER & HOSTETLER LLP 
Mary Price Birk 
Ronald L. Hellbusch 
303 E. 17th Avenue, Suite 1100 
Denver, Colorado 80203 
Telephone: (303) 861-0600 
Facsimile: (303) 861 -7805 
ATTORNEYS FOR DEFENDANT 
UNION CARBIDE CORPORATION 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify that I did on t h i s 2 8 6  day of July, 2006, have sent a true and 
correct copy of the above and foregoing ANSWER OF DEFENDANT UNION CARBIDE 
CORPORATION TO PLAINTIFFSTOMPLAINT via United States Mail with proper 
postage prepaid, as indicated below: 
James C. Arnold, Esq. Thomas J. Lyons, Esq. 
Petersen, Parkinson & Arnold, PLLC Merrill & Merrill Chtd. 
390 N. Capital Aevnue P.O. Box 991 
P.O. Box 1645 Pocatello, ID 83204-0991 
Idaho Falls, ID 83403-1645 Attorneys for Owens-Illinois 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
G. Patterson Keahey, Esq. 
G. Patterson Keahey P.C. 
One Independence Plaza, Suite 612 
Birmingham, AL 35209 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
Christopher G. Burke, XSB No. 2098 
GREEmR B ANDUGCI SWOEMAER P.A. 
Counselors and Attorneys at Law 
The Garnegie Building 
8 1 5 West Washington Street 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 3 19-2600 
Facsimile: (208) 3 19-2601 
Email: cburke@greenerlaw .cam 
Attorneys for Defendant Ingersoll-Rand Company 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF TEE! SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF TEE! 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR TEE! COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
r l  
i' MILDRED CASTORENA, Individually and as 
Spouse and Personal Representative of the 
Estate of TED CASTORENA; A L E E  
STOOR, Individually and as Spouse and 
Personal Representative of the Estate of JOHN 
D. STOOR; STEPHANE BRANCH, 
Individually and as Personal Representative of 
the Estate of ROBERT BRANCH, JR.; 
ROBERT L. HRONEK; MARLENE KISLING, 
Individually and as Personal Representative of 
the Estate of WILLIAM D. FRASURE; 
NORMAN L. DAY, 
Plaintiffs, 
v. 
GENERAL ELECTRIC, et al., 
Defendants. 
Case No. CV-2006-2474-PI 
ANSWER TO COMPLAINT BY 
DEFENDANT INGERSOLL-RAND 
COMPANY 
ANSWER TO COMPLAINT - 1 
Defendant Ingersoll-Rand (herernafter 'Xnswenng Defendant"), as its Answer to the 
Complaint of Plaintiffs ("Plaintiff" herein referred to singularly or plurally, living or deceased, 
possess~vely andlor in any such capacity as may apply) herein, states and alleges as follows: 
RESPONSES TO CONPLAINT 
1. In response to paragraph 1 of the Gomplajnt, Defendant admits that it is a foreign 
cosporatlon. The remaining allegations contained in paragraph 1 of the Complaint call for a legal 
conclusion, and Answering Defendant refers all questions of law to the Court. To the extent a 
response is required of Answering Defendant, those allegations are denied for lack of knowledge 
or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth contained therein. 
2-33 and 35-63. The allegations contained in paragraphs 2 through 33 and 35 
through 63 of the Complaint pertain to defendants other than Answering Defendant, and, 
therefore, Answering Defendant has no duty to respond. To the extent any such duty exists, the 
1. 
n$ 
d allegations are denied for lack of knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the 
truth contained therein. 
64. Answering Defendant admits that at certain times in the past, it manufactured, 
sold, or distributed some machinery products that contained bound or encapsulated asbestos 
components manufactured and sold by others. Answering Defendant denies the remaining 
allegations contained in paragraph 64 of the Complaint. 
65. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 65 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant or any product that was 
manufactured, sold, or distributed by Answering Defendant. Answering Defendant further 
denies that it caused or contributed to the Plaintiff's alleged injuries and diseases. 
ANSWER TO COMPLAINT - 2 
J@A 4 
66. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 66 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant or any product that was 
manufactured, sold, or distributed by Answering Defendant. Answering Defendant fusther 
denies that it caused or contributed to the Plaintiff's alleged injuries and diseases. 
67. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 67 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant or any product that was 
manufactured, sold, or distributed by Answering Defendant. 
68. In response to paragraph 68 of the Complaint, the allegations call for a legal 
conclusion regarding potential parties, and Answering Defendant refers all questions of law to 
the Court. To the extent a response is required of Answering Defendant, those allegations are 
denied for lack of knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth contained 
"ny, 
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ri " therein. 
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69. The allegations contained in paragraph 69 of the Complaint pertain to defendants 
other than Answering Defendant, and, therefore, Answering Defendant has no duty to respond. 
To the extent any such duty exists, the allegations are denied for lack of knowledge or 
information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth contained therein. 
70. The allegations contained in paragraph 70 of the Complaint call for a legal 
conclusion, and Answering Defendant refers all questions of law to the Court. To the extent a 
response is required of Answering Defendant, those allegations are denied for lack of knowledge 
or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth contained therein. 
Rl3SPONSES TO COUNT ONl3 - Nl3GLIGENCE 
71. Answering Defendant adopts, realleges, and incorporates herein by reference its 
responses to all of the averments and allegations set forth in paragraphs 1 through 70 of the 
Complaint as if fully set forth herein. 
2 2 3  
ANSWER TO COMPLAINT - 3 
72. Answenng Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 72 of the 
Complaint snsofar as the allegations pertain to thss Answering Defendant or any product that was 
manufactured, sold, or distributed by Answering Defendant. Answering Defendant further 
denies that it caused or contributed to the Plaintiff's alleged disease. 
73. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 73 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant or any product that was 
manufactured, sold, or distributed by Answering Defendant. 
74. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 74 of the 
Complaint, including subparagraphs (a) through (i), insofar as the allegations pertain to this 
Answering Defendant or any product that was manufactured, sold, or distributed by Answering 
f'# 4 
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d Defendant. Answering Defendant further denies that it caused or contributed to the Plaintiff's 
alleged injuries and disabilities. 
75. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 75 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant or any product that was 
manufactured, sold, or distributed by Answering Defendant. 
76. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 76 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant or any product that was 
manufactured, sold, or distributed by Answering Defendant. Answering Defendant further 
denies that it caused or contributed to the Plaintiff's alleged injuries. 
77. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 77 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant or any product that was 
manufactured, sold, or distributed by Answering Defendant. 
ANSWER TO COMPLAINT - 4 
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85. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 85 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant or any product that was 
manufactured, sold, or distribukd by Answering Defendant. 
86. Answe~ng Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 86 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant or any product that was 
manuftactured, sold, or distributed by Answering Defendant. 
87. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 87 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant or any product that was 
k 
8 * manufactured, sold, or distributed by Answering Defendant. Answering Defendant further 
s" 
denies that it caused or contributed to the Plaintiff's alleged injuries. 
88. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 88 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant or any product that was 
manufactured, sold, or distributed by Answering Defendant. Answering Defendant further 
denies that it caused or contributed to the Plaintiff's alleged damages. 
RESPONSES TO COUNT THREE 
89. Answering Defendant adopts, realleges, and incorporates herein by reference its 
responses to all of the averments and allegations set forth in paragraphs 1 through 88 of the 
Complaint as if fully set forth herein. 
90. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 90 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant or any product that was 
manufactured, sold, or distributed by Answering Defendant. 
ANSWER TO COMPLAINT - 6 
91. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 91 of the 
Complaint Insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant or any product that was 
manufactured, sold, or distp-ibuted by Answering Defendant. 
92. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 92 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant or any product that was 
manufactured, sold, or distributed by Answering Defendant. Answering Defendant further 
denies that it caused or contributed to the Plaintiff's alleged injuries. 
93. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 93 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant or any product that was 
manufactured, sold, or distributed by Answering Defendant. Answering Defendant further 
denies that it caused or contributed to the Plaintiff's alleged damages. 
3" WSPONSES TO COUNT FOUR 
94. Answering Defendant adopts, realleges, and incorporates herein by reference its 
responses to all of the averments and allegations set fosth in paragraphs 1 through 93 of the 
Complaint as if fully set forth herein. 
95. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 95 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant or any product that was 
manufactured, sold, or distributed by Answering Defendant. 
96. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 96 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pestain to this Answering Defendant. Answering Defendant 
further denies that it caused or contributed to the Plaintiff's alleged damages. 
97. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 97 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant or any product that was 
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ANSWER TO COMPLAINT - 7 
manufactured, sold, or distributed by Answering Defendant. Answer~ng Defendant further 
denies that tt caused or contributed to the Platntiff's alleged injuries, diseases, and damages. 
98. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 98 of the 
Complaint, including subparagraphs (a) through (c), insofar as the allegations pertain to this 
Answering Defendant or any product that was manufactured, sold, or distributed by Answering 
Defendant. 
99. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 99 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant or any product that was 
manufactured, sold, or distributed by Answering Defendant. 
100. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 100 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant or any product that was 
r :  manufactured, sold, or distributed by Answering Defendant. Answering Defendant further 
I\ : 
1 
denies that it caused or contributed to the Plaintiff's alleged injuries, illnesses, disabilities, and 
damages. 
101. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 101 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant or any product that was 
manufactured, sold, or distributed by Answering Defendant. Answering Defendant further 
denies that it caused or contributed to the Plaintiff's alleged damages. 
102. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 102 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant. Answering Defendant 
further denies that it caused or contributed to the Plaintiff's alleged damages. 
AaF 
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103. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 103 of the 
Gomplaint insofar as the allegations pertarn to this Answering Defendant. Answering Defendant 
further denies that it caused or contributed to the Plaintiffs alleged injuries. 
104. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 104 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant. 
WSPONSES TO COXJNT FIVE 
105. Answering Defendant adopts, realleges, and incorporates herein by reference its 
responses to all of the averments and allegations set forth in paragraphs 1 through 104 of the 
Complaint as if fully set forth herein. 
106. The allegations contained in paragraph 106 of the Complaint, includng 
subparagraphs (a) through (c), pertain to a defendant other than Answering Defendant, and, 
LA 
i3 t 
therefore, Answering Defendant has no duty to respond. To the extent any such duty exists, the 
c: 
6,' allegations are denied for lack of knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the 
truth contained therein. 
107. The allegations contained in paragraph 107 of the Complaint pertain to a 
defendant other than Answering Defendant, and, therefore, Answering Defendant has no duty to 
respond. To the extent any such duty exists, the allegations are denied for lack of knowledge or 
information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth contained therein. 
108. The allegations contained in paragraph 108 of the Gomplaint pertain to a 
defendant other than Answering Defendant, and, therefore, Answering Defendant has no duty to 
respond. To the extent any such duty exists, the allegations are denied for lack of knowledge or 
information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth contained therein. 
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109. The allegations contaned in paragraph 109 of the Complaint pet3ain to a 
defendant other than Answering Defendant, and, therefore, Answering Defendant has no duty to 
respond. To the extent any such duty exists, the allegations are denied for lack of knowledge or 
information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth contained therein. 
110. The allegations contained in paragraph 110 of the Complaint pertain to a 
defendant other than Answering Dekndant, and, therefore, Answering Defendant has no duty to 
respond. To the extent any such duty exists, the allegations are denied for lack of knowledge or 
information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth contained therein. 
11 1. The allegations contained in paragraph 11 1 of the Complaint pertain to a 
defendant other than Answering Defendant, and, therefore, Answering Defendant has no duty to 
respond. To the extent any such duty exists, the allegations are denied for lack of knowledge or 
0 information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth contained therein. 
P tbl 
d 
RESPONSES TO COUNT SIX 
112. Answering Defendant adopts, realleges, and incorporates herein by reference its 
responses to all of the averments and allegations set forth in paragraphs 1 through 11 1 of the 
Complaint as if fully set forth herein. 
113. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 113 of the 
Complaint, including subparagraphs (a) through (I), insofar as the allegations pertain to this 
Answering Defendant or any product that was manufactured, sold, or distributed by Answering 
Defendant. 
114. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 114 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant or any product that was 
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d S o  
manufactul-ed, sold, or distrib~tted by Answering Defendant. Answering Defendant further 
denies that it caused or contributed to the Plaintiff's alleged damages. 
mSPONSES TO COUNT EIGHT 
(COUNT SEVEN HAS BEEN OMITTED BY THE PLAINTIFF) 
115. Answering Defendant adopts, realleges, and incorporates herein by reference its 
responses to all of the avements and allegations set forth in paragraphs 1 through 114 of the 
Complaint as if fully set forth herein. 
116. The allegations contained in paragraph 116 of the Complaint pertain to a 
defendant other than Answering Defendant, and, therefore, Answering Defendant has no duty to 
respond. To the extent any such duty exists, the allegations are denied for lack of knowledge or 
information sufficient to foim a belief as to the truth contained therein. 
\ 
\' 
1 17. The allegations contained in paragraph 117 of the Complaint pertain to a 
"b 
bf 
defendant other than Answering Defendant, and, therefore, Answering Defendant has no duty to 
respond. To the extent any such duty exists, the allegations are denied for lack of knowledge or 
information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth contained therein. 
118. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 118 of the 
Complaint. 
119. The remaining allegations contained in paragraph 119 of the Complaint call for a 
legal conclusion, and Answering Defendant refers all questions of law to the Court. To the 
extent a response is required of Answering Defendant, those allegations are denied for lack of 
knowledge or infoimation sufficient to form a belief as to the truth contained therein 
120. The allegations contained in paragraph 120 of the Complaint pertain to a 
defendant other than Answering Defendant, and, therefore, Answering Defendant has no duty to 
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respond. To the extent any such duty exlsts, the allegatrons are denied for lack of knowledge or 
information sufficient to farm a belief as to the truth contained therein. 
121. The allegations contained in paragraph 121 of the Complaint pertain to a 
defendant other than Answering Defendant, and, therefore, Answering Defendant has no duty to 
respond. To the extent any such duty exists, the allegations are denied for lack of knowledge or 
information sufficient to foim a belief as to the truth contained therein. 
122. The allegations contained in paragraph 122 of the Complaint pertain to a 
defendant other than Answering Defendant, and, therefore, Answering Defendant has no duty to 
respond. To the extent any such duty exists, the allegations are denied for lack of knowledge or 
information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth contained therein. 
RESPONSES TO COUNT NIME 
123. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 123 of the 
t;"' 
;id 7 
r "  
d 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant. 
124. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 124 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant. 
125. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 125 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant. Answering Defendant 
further denies that it caused or contributed to the Plaintiff's alleged damages. 
126. Answering Defendant denies each and every allegation contained in the 
Complaint not specifically admitted herein. 
127. Answering Defendant denies that the Plaintiff is entitled to the relief requested in 
the Prayers for Relief contained at the end of Counts Six and Nine of the Complaint and 
anywhere else so listed. 
2 3 2  
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DEFENSES 
I.  Answering Defendant specifically denies that it mined, milled, processed, 
manufactured, supplied, distributed, marketed, or sold any products containing asbestos that are 
causally related to Plaintiff's alleged injuries. 
2. The Plaintiff has failed to comence  this action within the time required by the 
applicable statute of limitations. 
3. Answering Defendant shows that Plaintiff's Complaint and each cause of action of 
the Complaint, either individually or jointly, fails to state a claim against this Defendant upon 
which relief can be granted. 
4. Answering Defendant shows that the claims of Plaintiff, either in whole or in part, 
are barred by the applicable statute of limitations, the statute of repose, and laches. 




6. Answering Defendant shows that this Court lacks jurisdrction over the person of 
this Defendant. 
7. Answering Defendant shows that there has been an insufficiency of process and 
an insufficiency of service of process as to this Defendant. 
8. Answering Defendant shows that the Complaint, and each cause of action of the 
Complaint, either individually or jointly, is barred by waiver and estoppel. 
9. Answering Defendant shows that it has not engaged in any activity that has 
damaged the Plaintiff in any manner, nor has it breached any duty owed to Plaintiff and, 
therefore, Plaintiff is not entitled to recover from this Defendant. 
J 3 3  
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10. Answering Defendant shows that to the extent Plaintiff's alleged injunes resulted 
from the act~ons of Plaintiffs respective fellow servants, Plaintiff is not enhtled to recover from 
this Answering Defendant. 
I I. Answering Defendant shows that the Complaint should be dismissed for failure to 
add an indispensable party. 
12. Answering Defendant shows that Plaintiff assumed the risk of any damage or 
injury Plaintiff may have received as a result of the incidents described in the Complaint, and, 
therefore, Plaintiff is not entitled to recover. 
13. Answering Defendant shows that if Plaintiff has sustained any injury or damage, 
' such injury or damage was due to the careless and negligent acts of Plaintiff, which, combined 
with any negligent acts on the part of Answering Defendant (said negligent acts being 
specifically denied by Answering Defendant) or third parties for whom Answering Defendant is 
not responsible, to proximately cause said injury or damage, if any, and, therefore, Plaintiff is not 
entitled to recover from Answering Defendant. 
14. Answering Defendant shows that the Plaintiff failed to exercise ordinary care for 
Plaintiff's own protection, or was otherwise contributorily and/or comparatively negligent, and 
such failure occasioned some or all of the alleged injury and damage to Plaintiff, if any. 
15. Answering Defendant shows that the negligence of the Plaintiff equaled or 
exceeded any negligence on the part of Answering Defendant (said negligence being specifically 
denied), and, therefore, Plaintiff is not entitled to recover from Answering Defendant. 
16. Answering Defendant shows that Plaintiff or others have failed to take adequate 
steps and precautions for the safe use of the materials described in the Complaint, said failure 
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being the proximate cause of Plaintiffs damages, if any, and, therefore, Plaint~ff is not entitled to 
recover. 
17. Answering Defendant shows that the injuries and damages complained of by 
Plaintiff were the result of actions or omissions by a third-party or parties for whom Answering 
Defendant is not responsible, and, thereihre, Plaintiff is not entitled to recover from Answering 
Defendant. 
18. Answering Defendant shows that if Plaintiff has released, settled, entered into an 
accord and satisfaction, or otherwise compromised Plaintiff's claims herein, then, accordingly, 
said clairns are barred by payment, accord and satisfaction, arbitration and award, release, and 
res judicata; alternatively, Answering Defendant shows that if Plaintiff has accepted 
compensation in partial settlement of Plaintiff's claims, then Answering Defendant is entitled to a 
b;, 
set-off in said amount. 
19. Answering Defendant pleads that it is immune from civil liability of any form or 
nature in this matter under Idaho's workers' compensation law if Plaintiff was an employee of 
defendant during the period of alleged exposure. The said workers' compensation law provides 
Workers' Compensation benefits for the disability of an employee if such resulted from injury or 
occupational drsease incurred or sustained in the course of employment as an exclusive remedy. 
20. Answering Defendant shows that no drscovery has been conducted to date in the 
above-captioned civil action, and it is unknown at this time which, if any, products manufactured 
and sold by Answering Defendant give rise to Plaintiffs claims herein. Answering Defendant 
further shows that should the discovery process reveal any products manufactured and sold by 
Answering Defendant, giving rise to Plaintiff's claims that were designed and manufactured 
pursuant to and in accordance with the standards of, or specifications mandated by, the United 
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States Government and its agencies, the knowledge of the Ijnrted States Government and its 
agencies of any possible health hazards from use of such products was equal or superior to that 
of Answering Defendant, and by reason thereof Answering Defendant is entitled to assume any 
immunity from liability that exists in favor of the United States Government or its agencies. 
21. Answering Defendant shows that it has not engaged in any activity that wouId 
entitle the Plaintiff to punitive or exemplary damages. 
22. Answering Defendant shows that Plaintiffs claim for punitive damages is barred 
by the Fifth, Eighth, and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution. 
23. Answering Defendant shows that any exposure of Plaintiff to asbestos-containing 
t$- products for which Answering Defendant is alleged to be liable was so minimal as to be 
I, 
V insufficient to establish a reasonable degree of certainty or probability that the injuries and 
damages complained of resulted from any exposure to, or defects from, said products. 
24. Answering Defendant shows that there was no plivity of contract between 
Plaintiff and Answering Defendant, and Plaintiff may not rely upon any warranties that may 
have been implied or imposed by law upon Answering Defendant, and Answering Defendant 
affirmatively alleges that it breached no warranty. 
25. Answering Defendant shows that it has breached neither express nor implied 
warranties. 
26. Answering Defendant shows that any oral warranties upon which Plaintiff 
allegedly relied are unavailable as violative of the provisions of the applicable Statute of Frauds. 
27. Answering Defendant shows that to the extent that Plaintiff sustained injuries 
from the use of a product alleged to contain asbestos, which is denied, parties not under the 
control of Answering Defendant misused, abused, misapplied, and otherwise mishandled the 
3 26 
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product alleged to be asbestos material, and, therefore, Answenng Defendant 1s not liable for 
injuries resulting Gom such conduct. 
28. Answenng Defendant shows that sorne or all of the asbestos products alleged in 
the Complaint do not constitute products within the meaning and scope of the laws of the State 
of Idaho, and, therefore, the complaint fails to state a cause of action in strict liability. 
29. Answering Defendant shows that sorne of Plaintiffs claims for darnages have not 
accrued, are purely speculative, uncertain, and contingent, and, therefore, Plaintiff is not entitled 
to recover said damages. 
30. Answering Defendant shows that no implied warranties, including the warranties 
of merchantability and fitness for a particular purpose, became a part of the basis of the bargain 
in the sale by Answering Defendant. 
31. Answering Defendant shows that the damages alleged in the Complaint are not 
recoverable under an express warranty theory. 
32. Answering Defendant shows that no notice of any alleged breaches of warranty 
were ever forwarded to Answering Defendant pursuant to the applicable provision of the 
Unifoim Commercial Code. 
33. Answering Defendant shows that all defenses that may have been or will be 
asserted by other defendants and/or any third-party defendants in this action are adopted and 
incorporated by reference as if fully set forth at length herein as defenses to Plaintiff's 
Complaint. In addition, Answering Defendant will rely upon any and all other further defenses 
that become available or appear during discovery proceedings in this action, and hereby 
specifically reserves the right to amend its Answer for the purposes of asserting any such 
additional affirmative defenses. 
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34. Answering Defendant denies that it gave, made, or otherwise extended any 
wmanties, whether express or implied, upon which Plaintiff had a right to rely. 
35. Answering Defendant is not guilty of negligence, whether by act of commission 
or act of omission. 
36. To the extent that the allegations of the Complaint may be directed or related to 
Answering Defendant, it states that any substance, product, or equipment allegedly produced, 
manufactured, processed, sold, supplied, andlor distributed by Answering Defendant was not 
used for the purpose for which it was intended, and/or was misused by the Plaintiff. 
37. As the Plaintiff is unable to identify the manufacturers of the substance, product, 
& or equipment that allegedly caused injury, Plaintiff fails to state a claim upon which relief can be a' 
granted, since, if such relief were granted, it would deprive Answering Defendant of its 
constitutional rights to substantive and procedural due process of law and equal protection under 
the law as guaranteed by the Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution and by the 
Idaho Constitution. 
38. The causes of action asserted herein by the Plaintiff, who admittedly is unable to 
identify the manufacturer(s) of the alleged injury-causing product(s), fail to state a claim upon 
which relief can be granted, in that, Plaintiff has asserted claims for relief which, if granted, 
would constitute a taking of private property for public use, without just compensation. Such a 
taking would contravene Answering Defendant's constitutional rights as preserved for it by the 
Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution of the United States and by the Idaho Constitution. 
39. Plaintiff's employers and others knew or should have known of the risk alleged, 
and were negligent and careless in, among other things, failing to provide Plaintiff with a safe 
work environment, and in misusing Answering Defendant's products. Such conduct was the sole 
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proximate cause, or preponderating cause, or an intervening or superseding cause, of any alleged 
injury, damage, or loss to the Plaintiff, and, therefore, precludes the Plaintiff from obtaining any 
recovery against Answering Defendant. Alternatively, any recovery that Plaintiff rnay be 
entitled to obtain against Answexring Defendant must be reduced by that amount of damages 
attributable to the acts andlor omissions of Plaintips e~nployers andlor others as set forth herein. 
40. The state of the medical, scientific and industrial knowledge, art, and practice was 
at all material times such that Answering Defendant neither breached any alleged duty to the 
Plaintiff, nor knew or could have known, that its products presented a foreseeable risk of harm to 
the Plaintiff in connection with the normal and expected use of such products. 
41. Answering Defendant fully complied with all applicable governmental laws, 
regulations, and standards regarding the manufacturer, sale, or distribution of products to which !$4 
C) 
the Plaintiff alleges exposure; Answering Defendant has fully complied with all applicable 
governmental laws, regulations, and standards regarding packaging and labeling of said products, 
including but not limited to, labeling and publishing of cautionary instructions pertaining to the 
use of said products. 
42. If the Plaintiff alleges he was exposed to asbestos from a government specified 
product manufactured, sold, supplied, or distributed by Answering Defendant, then Plaintiff's 
claims are barred by the governmental contractor defense. At all times relevant hereto, 
Answering Defendant relied upon and complied with the standards andlor specifications of the 
United States Government or other governmental entities regarding the composition of any 
products specified by or sold, supplied, or distributed to the United States Government. 
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43. Answel-ing Defendant shows that the claims alleged in the Complaint are barred 
by Plaintiff's failure to take reasonable steps to avoid or otherwise mitigate the claimed damages, 
expenditures, and costs. 
44. Answering Defendant denies any and all liability to the extent that Plaintiff asserts 
Answering Defendant's alleged liability as a successor, successor in business, successor in 
product line, or a position thereof; assignee, predecessor, predecessor in business, predecessor in 
product line, or  a portion thereof; parent, alter ego, subsidiary, wholly or partially owned by, or 
the whole or partial owner of or member of an entity. 
45. Answering Defendant shows that it was under no legal duty to warn Plaintiff of 
the hazards, if any, associated with the use of products containing asbestos. Answering 
Defendant further shows that the purchasers of said products, Plaintiff's employers, his unions, 
.'? 
cU or certain third parties yet to be identified, were knowledgeable and sophisticated users, and were 4 
in a better position to warn Plaintiff of the risks associated with using products containing 
asbestos; and, assuming, without admitting that a warning was required, it was the failure of such 
persons or entities to give such a warning that was the proximate and superseding cause of 
Plaintiff's damages, if any. 
46. Answering Defendant shows that the apparent benefits of the products containing 
asbestos, if any, for which it had legal responsibility, outweighed the apparent risks, given the 
scientific knowledge available when the product was marketed. 
47. Answering Defendant shows that there was no concert of action between 
Answering Defendant and any other defendants herein; therefore, the defendants are not joint 
tortfeasors, and Answering Defendant may not be held jointly and severally liable with the other 
defendants. 
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48. Answering Defendant shows that ~ t s  liability, ~f any, in this matter is extremely 
minor relative to the liability of various third parties, and, therefore, the damages, if any, 
assessed against it should be proportionate to the degree, nature, and extent of its fault. 
49. Answering Defendant shows that no conduct by or attributable to it was the cause 
in Fact, the proximate cause or a substantial factor in bringing about the damages, if any, suffered 
by Plaintiff. 
50. Plaintiffs' claims for punitive damages, if any, are barred andlor limited by Idaho 
Code Ij 6-1604. 
51. To the extent Plaintiff failed to observe an obvious defective condition, Plaintiffs' 
recovery, if any, against Defendant must be reduced. 
52. The percentage or proportion of fault attributable to Plaintiff, other Defendants, 
i 
and to others, whether or not joined as parties herein, should be determined by separate special 
&-$ ?I - 
verdicts pursuant to Idaho law, thereby barring or diminishing any recovery against Answering 
Defendant. 
53. To the extent this Answering Defendant is alleged to be a non-manufacturing 
seller of asbestos-containing products, Answering Defendant is entitled to immunity pursuant to 
Idaho Code Ij 6-1407. 
54. To the extent Plaintiff, Plaintiff's employers, or other third parties modified or 
altered any product manufactured, sold, or distributed by Answering Defendant, Plaintiffs' 
recovery against Answering Defendant must be reduced. 
55. Because of the generality of the allegations in the Complaint, Answering 
Defendant reserves the right to amend its answer and affirmative defenses if investigation, 
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discovery, and further information should warrant such amendment, and, further, to assert any 
applicable matters of law during the pendency of this action. 
ATTORNEY FEES 
56. Answering Defendant has retained the firm of Greener, Banducci &r. Shoemaker 
P.A. to defend this action, and is entitled to reasonable costs and attorney fees incurred in the 
defense of this matter pursuant to I.C. $$ 12-120, 12-121, and I.R.C.P. 54. 
DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 
57. Answering Defendant hereby respectfully demands a trial by jury as to all issues 
in this matter pursuant to Rule 38(b), I.R.C.P. 
PRAYER FOR RlELIEF 
W m E F O E ,  having fully answered the Complaint, Answering Defendant prays that 
its answer and defenses be inquired into, that judgment be entered in favor of Answering r)4 
d 
Defendant and against Plaintiff, that Answering Defendant be awarded its attorney fees and all 
costs of this action, and that this Court grant to Answering Defendant such other and further 
relief as this Court deems just ,and proper under the circumstances. 
DATED THIS day of August, 2006. 
GREENER BANDUCCI SHOEMAKER P.A. 
A 
Christopher C. Burke 
Attorneys for Defendant Ingersoll-Rand 
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I m R E B Y  CERTIFY that on the 1 f d a y  of August, 2006. a true and correct copy of 
the within and foregoing instrument was served upon: 
n & Arnold, PLLG (208) 522-8547 
Idaho Falls, ID 83403-1656 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs, Mildred Castorena, 
The Estate of Ted Castorena, Robert L. 
fionek, The Estate of William D. Frasure, The 
Estate of Robert Branch, Jr., Stephanie 
Branch,The Estate of John D. Stoor, Alene 
Stoor, Norman L. Day, Marlene &sling 
(205) 87 1-080 1 
One Independence Plaza, Suite 612 
Birmingham, AL 35209 Overnight Delivery 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs, Mildred Castorena, 
The Estate of Ted Castorena, Robert L. 
Hronek, The Estate of William D. Frasure, The 
Estate of Robert Branch, Jr., Stephanie 
Branch,The Estate of John D. Stoor, Alene 
Stoor, Norman L. Day, Marlene Kisling 
Attorney for Viacom Inc. and Westinghouse 
Electric Corporation 
Christopher C. Burke 
Greener Banducci Shoemaker, P.A. 
815 W. Washington Street 
Boise, ID 83702 




Wade L. Woodard 
Greener Banducci Shoemaker, P.A. 
815 W. Washington Street 
Boise, ID 83702 
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Thomas J. Lyons 
Merrill & Merrill (208) 232-2499 
109 N. Arthur, 5" Floor 
P.O. Box 991 
Pocatello, El 83204-099 1 
Attorneys for Owens-Illinois Inc. 
(208) 232-6101 
201 E. Center 
P.O. Box 1391 Overnight Delivery / Pocatello, ID 83204- 1391 
I Attorneys for Advanced Industrial Supply Inc. I I 
David H. Maguire 
Maguire & Kress 
1414 E. Center 
P.O. Box 4758 
Pocatello, ID 83205-4758 
Overnight ~ e i i v e r ~  
Attorneys for General Electric and A.W. 
Chesterton Company 
203 Main Street 
P.O. Box 1009 Overnight Delivery 
Boise, ID 83702 
Attorneys for Anchor Packing Company and 
Garlock Incorporated 
Murray J. Sorensen 
Blaser Sorensen & Hansen 
285 NW Main 
P.O. Box 1047 
Blackfoot, ID 83221 
Attorneys for Steel West Inc. 
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Horizon Plaza, Suite 225 (208) 478-7602 
1070 Hiline Road 
Pocatello, TC, 83201 
Attorneys for I? CL; H Cranes, dkla 
Hamishcchfegor Corporation, Cleaver-Brooks, 
a Division of AQUA Chem, Inc. and IT' 
Industries, lnc. 
(208) 232-9161 
419 W. Benton 
P.O. Box 1725 
Pocatello, TC) 83204 
I Attorneys for Crown Cork & Seal Company, I 1 
Christopher C. Burke 
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Christopher C. Burke, ISB No. 2098 
CREEWR BAmUCCI SHOEMAER P.A. 
Counselors and Attorneys at Law 
The Cmegie  Building 
8 15 West Washington Street 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 319-2600 
Facsimile: (208) 3 19-2601 
Email: cburke@greenerlaw.com 
Attorneys for CBS Corporation, a Delaware 
corporation, f/Wa Viacom Inc., successor by merger 
to CBS Corporation, a Pennsylvania corporation, 
flMa Westinghouse Electric Corporation 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF TJXE 
V 
* 4- 
i STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
MILDRED CASTOENA, Individually and as 
Spouse and Personal Representative of the 
Estate of TED CASTORENA; ALENE 
STOOR, Individually and as Spouse and 
Personal Representative of the Estate of JOHN 
D. STOOR; STEPHANIE BRANCH, 
Indvidually and as Personal Representative of 
the Estate of ROBERT BRANCH, JR.; 
ROBERT L. KRONEK; MARLENE KISLING, 
Individually and as Personal Representative of 
the Estate of WILLIAM D. FRASUJXE; 
NORMAN L. DAY, 
Plaintiffs, 
GENERAL ELECTRIC, et a1 ., 
Defendants. 
Case No. CV-2006-2474-PI 
ANSWER TO COh4PLAINT BY 
DEFENDANT CBSNIACOW 
WESTINGHOUSE 
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Defendant GBS Corporation, a Delaware corporation, f/Ma Viacom Inc., successor by 
merger to CBS Corporation, a Pennsylvania corporation, f/Ma Westinghouse Electric 
Corporation (hereinafter "Answering Defendant"), as its Answer to the Complaint of Plaintiffs 
("Plaintiff" herein referred to singularly or plurally, living or deceased, possessively and/or in 
any such capacity as may apply) herein, states and alleges as follows: 
mSPONSES TO COMPLAINT 
1. In response to paragraph 1 of the Complaint, Defendant admits that it is a foreign 
corporation. The remaining allegations contained in paragraph 1 of the Complaint call for a legal 
conclusion, and Answering Defendant refers all questions of law to the Court. To the extent a 
response is required of Answering Defendant, those allegations are denied for lack of knowledge 
a'? 
n 
&ii or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth contained therein. 
d i  
2-59. The allegations contained in paragraphs 2 through 59 of the Complaint pertain to 
defendants other than Answering Defendant, and, therefore, Answering Defendant has no duty to 
respond. To the extent any such duty exists, the allegations are denied for lack of knowledge or 
information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth contained therein. 
60. In response to paragraph 60 of the Complaint, Answering Defendant adrnits that it 
was authorized to conduct business in the State of Idaho. Defendant may be served by delivering 
a Summons and Complaint for service of process to Corporation Service Company, 1401 
Shoreline Road, Suite 2, Boise, Idaho, 83702. 
61. The allegations contained in paragraph 61 of the Complaint pertain to a defendant 
other than Answering Defendant, and, therefore, Answering Defendant has no duty to respond. 
To the extent any such duty exists, the allegations are denied for lack of knowledge or 
information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth contained therein. 
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62. In response to paragraph 62 of the Complaint, Answel-tng Defendant admits that i t  
was authonzed to conduct business in the State of Idaho. Defendant may be served by delivering 
a Summons and Complaint for service of process to Corporation Service Company, 1401 
Shoreline Road, Suite 2, Boise, Idaho, 83702. 
63. The allegations contatned in paragraph 63 of the Complaint pertain to a defendant 
other than Answering Defendant, and, therefore, Answering Defendant has no duty to respond. 
To  the extent any such duty exists, the allegations are denied for laclc of knowledge or 
information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth contained therein. 
64, Answering Defendant admits that at certain times in the past, it manufactured, 
sold, or distributed some products that contained bound or encapsulated asbestos. Answering 
Defendant denies the remaining allegations contained in paragraph 64 of the Complaint. 
65. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 65 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant or any product that was 
manufactured, sold, or distributed by Answering Defendant. Answering Defendant further 
denies that it caused or contributed to the Plaintiff's alleged injuiies and diseases. 
66. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contamed in paragraph 66 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant or any product that was 
manufactured, sold, or distributed by Answering Defendant. Answering Defendant further 
denies that it caused or contributed to the Plaintiff's alleged injuries and diseases. 
67. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 67 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant or any product that was 
manufactured, sold, or distributed by Answering Defendant. 
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74. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 74 of the 
Complatnt, including subparagraphs (a) through (i), insofar as the allegations pertain to this 
Answering Defendant or any product that was manufactured, sold, or distributed by Answering 
Defendant. Answering Defendant further denies that it caused or contributed to the Plaintiff's 
alleged injuries and disabilities. 
75. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 75 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant or any product that %)as 
manufactured, sold, or distributed by Answering Defendant. 
76. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 76 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant or any product that was 
manufactured, sold, or distributed by Answering Defendant. Answering Defendant further 
denies that it caused or contributed to the Plaintiff's alleged injuries. 
77. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 77 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant or any product that was 
manufactured, sold, or distributed by Answering Defendant. 
78. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 78 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant or any product that was 
manufactured, sold, or distributed by Answering Defendant. Answering Defendant further 
denies that it caused or contributed to the Plaintiff's alleged injuries and damages. 
RESPONSES TO COUNT TWO 
79. Answering Defendant adopts, realleges, and incorporates herein by reference its 
responses to all of the averments and allegations set forth in paragraphs 1 through 78 of the 
Complaint as if fully set forth herein. 
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87. Answerxng Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 57 of the 
Complaint insofat. as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant or any product that was 
manu-fac tured, sold, or distributed by Answering Defendant. Answering Defendant further 
denies that it caused or contributed to the Plaintiff's alleged injuries. 
88. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 88 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant or any product that was 
manufactured, sold, or distributed by Answering Defendant. Answering Defendant further 
denies that it caused or contributed to the Plaintiff's alleged damages. 
RESPONSES TO COUNT THREE 
89. Answering Defendant adopts, realleges, and incorporates herein by reference its 
responses to all of the averments and allegations set forth in paragraphs 1 through 88 of the 
$ Complaint as if fully set forth herein. 
?7 90. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 90 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant or any product that was 
manufactured, sold, or distributed by Answering Defendant. 
91. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 91 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant or any product that was 
manufactured, sold, or distributed by Answering Defendant. 
92. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 92 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant or any product that was 
manufactured, sold, or distributed by Answering Defendant. Answering Defendant further 
denies that it caused or contributed to the Plaintiff's alleged injuries. 
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93. Answenng Defendant denies the allegations contained In paragraph 93 of the 
Coinplaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant or any product that was 
manufactured, sold, or distributed by Answering Defendant. Answering Defendant further 
denies that it caused or cont~buted to the Plaintiff's alleged damages. 
RESPONSES TO COUNT FOUR 
94. Answering Defendant adopts, realleges, and incorporates herein by reference its 
responses to all of the averments and allegations set forth in paragraphs 1 through 93 of the 
Complaint as if fully set forth herein. 
95. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 95 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant or any product that was 
r, 
d- manufactured, sold, or distributed by Answering Defendant. 
8 
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96. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 96 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant. Answering Defendant 
further denies that it caused or contributed to the Plaintiff's alleged damages. 
97. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 97 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant or any product that was 
manufactured, sold, or distributed by Answering Defendant. Answering Defendant further 
denies that it caused or contributed to the Plaintiff's alleged injuries, diseases, and damages. 
98. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 98 of the 
Complaint, including subparagraphs (a) through (c), insofar as the allegations pertain to this 
Answering Defendant or any product that was manufactured, sold, or distributed by Answering 
Defendant. 
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99. Answer~ng Defendant denles the allegations contained in paragraph 99 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant or any product that was 
manufactured, sold, or distributed by Answering Defendant. 
100. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 100 of the 
Complaint i n s o k  as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant or any product that was 
manufactured, sold, or distributed by Answering Defendant. Answering Defendant further 
denies that it caused or  contributed to the Plaintiff's alleged injuries, illnesses, disabilities, and 
damages. 
101. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 101 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant or any product that was 
4 2 
< 
J manufactured, sold, or distributed by Answering Defendant. Answering Defendant further 
denies that it caused or contributed to the Plaintiff's alleged damages. 
102. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 102 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant. Answering Defendant 
further denies that it caused or contributed to the Plaintiff's alleged damages. 
103. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 103 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant. Answering Defendant 
further denies that it caused or contributed to the Plaintiff's alleged injuries. 
104. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 104 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant. 
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Rl2SPONSES TO COUNT FIVE 
105. Answering Defendant adopts, realleges, and incorporates herein by reference its 
responses to all of the averments and allegations set forth in paragraphs 1 through 104 of the 
Complaint as if fully set forth herein. 
106. The allegations contained in paragraph 106 of the Complaint, including 
subparagraphs (a) through (c), pedaln to a defendant other than Answering Defendant, and, 
therefore, Answering Defendant has no duty to respond. To the extent any such duty exists, the 
allegations are denied for lack of knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the 
truth contained therein. 
107. The allegations contained in paragraph 107 of the Complaint pertain to a 
6 ' 
r )  defendant other than Answering Defendant, and, therefore, Answering Defendant has no duty to 
r. * 
1 
respond. To the extent any such duty exists, the allegations are denied for lack of knowledge or 
information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth contained therein. 
108. The allegations contained in paragraph 108 of the Complaint pertain to a 
defendant other than Answering Defendant, and, therefore, Answering Defendant has no duty to 
respond. To the extent any such duty exists, the allegations are denied for lack of knowledge or 
information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth contained therein. 
109. The allegations contained in paragraph 109 of the Complaint pertain to a 
defendant other than Answering Defendant, and, therefore, Answering Defendant has no duty to 
respond. To the extent any such duty exists, the allegations are denied for lack of knowledge or 
information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth contained therein. 
110. The allegations contained in paragraph 110 of the Complaint pertain to a 
defendant other than Answering Defendant, and, therefore, Answering Defendant has no duty to 
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respond. To the extent any such duty exists, the allegations are denied for tack of knowledge or 
information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth contained there~n. 
11 1. The allegations contained in paragraph 1 11 of the Complaint pertain to a 
defendant other than Answering Defendant, and, therefore, Answering Defendant has no duty to 
respond. To  the extent any such duty exists, the allegations are denied for lack of knowledge or 
infomatton sufficient to form a belief as to the truth contained therein. 
RESPONSES TO COUNT SIX 
112. Answering Defendant adopts, realleges, and incorporates herein by reference its 
responses to all of the averments and allegations set forth in paragraphs 1 through 11 1 of the 
Complaint as if fully set forth herein. 
113. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 113 of the 
I\L" 
3' Complaint, including subparagraphs (a) through (I), insofar as the allegations pertain to this 
Answering Defendant or  any product that was manufactured, sold, or distributed by Answering 
Defendant. 
114. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 1 14 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant or any product that was 
manufactured, sold, or distributed by Answering Defendant. Answering Defendant further 
denies that it caused or contributed to the Plaintiff's alleged damages. 
RESPONSES TO COUNT EIGHT 
(COUNT SEVEN HAS BEEN OMITTED BY TI-TE PLAINTIFF) 
1 15. Answering Defendant adopts, realleges, and incorporates herein by reference its 
responses to all of the averments and allegations set forth in paragraphs 1 through 114 of the 
Complaint as if fully set forth herein. 
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116. The allegations contained in paragraph 116 of the Cornpla~nt pertain to a 
defendant other than Answenng Defendant, and, therefore, Answertng Defendant has no duty to 
respond. To the extent any such duty exlsts, the allegations are denied for lack of knowledge or 
information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth contained therein. 
117. The allegations contained in paragraph 117 of the Complaint pertain to a 
defendant other than Answering Defendant, and, therefore, Answenng Defendant bas no d ~ ~ t y  to 
respond. To the extent any such duty exists, the allegations are denied for lack of knowledge or 
information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth contained therein. 
118. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 118 of the 
Complaint. 
119. The remaining allegations contained in paragraph 119 of the Complaint call for a 
legal conclusion, and Answering Defendant refers all questions of law to the Court. To the 
extent a response is required of Answering Defendant, those allegations are denied for lack of 
knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth contained therein 
120. The allegations contained in paragraph 120 of the Complaint pertain to a 
defendant other than Answering Defendant, and, therefore, Answering Defendant has no duty to 
respond. To the extent any such duty exists, the allegations are denied for lack of knowledge or 
information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth contained therein. 
121. The allegations contained in paragraph 121 of the Complaint pertain to a 
defendant other than Answering Defendant, and, therefore, Answering Defendant has no duty to 
respond. To the extent any such duty exists, the allegations are denied for lack of knowledge or 
information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth contained therein. 
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122. The allegations contained in paragraph 122 of the Complaint pertain to a 
defendant: other than Answering Defendant, and, therefore, Answering Defendant has no duty to 
respond. To the extent any such duty exists, the allegations are denied for lack of knowledge or 
infomation sufficient to form a belief as to the truth contained therein. 
RESPONSES TO COWT NINE 
123. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 123 of the 
Complarnt insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant. 
124. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 124 of the 
Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant. 
125. Answering Defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph 125 of the 
/i Complaint insofar as the allegations pertain to this Answering Defendant. Answering Defendant 
6 YQ 
i' 
further denies that it caused or contributed to the Plaintiff's alleged damages. 
126. Answering Defendant denies each and every allegation contained in the 
Complaint not specifically admitted herein. 
127. Answering Defendant denies that the Plaintiff is entitled to the relief requested in 
the Prayers for Relief contained at the end of Counts Six and Nine of the Complaint and 
anywhere else so listed. 
DEFENSES 
1. Answering Defendant specifically denies that it mined, milled, processed, 
manufactured, supplied, distributed, marketed, or sold any products containing asbestos that are 
causally related to Plaintiff's alleged injuries. 
2. The Plaintiff has failed to commence this action within the time required by the 
applicable statute of limitations. 
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3. Answering Defendant shows that Plaintiffs Goniplaint and each cause of action of 
the Complatnt, either individually or jointly, fails to state a claim against thrs Defendant upon 
which relief can be granted 
4. Answering Defendant shows that the claims of Plaintiff, either in whole or in part, 
are barred by the applicable statute of limitations, the statute of repose, and laches. 
5. Answering Defendant shows that venue is improper in this Court with respect to 
this Defendant. 
6. Answering Defendant shows that this Court lacks jurisdiction over the person of 
, this Defendant. 
t- 
v) / 
B 7. Answering Defendant shows that there has been an insufficiency of process and 
an insufficiency of service of process as to this Defendant. 
8. Answering Defendant shows that the Complaint, and each cause of action of the 
Complaint, either individually or jointly, is barred by waiver and estoppel. 
9. Answering Defendant shows that it has not engaged in any activity that has 
damaged the Plaintiff in any manner, nor has it breached any duty owed to Plaintiff and, 
therefore, Plaintiff is not entitled to recover from this Defendant. 
10. Answering Defendant shows that to the extent Plaintiff's alleged injuries resulted 
from the actions of Plaintiffs respective fellow servants, Plaintiff is not entitled to recover from 
this Answering Defendant. 
11. Answering Defendant shows that the Complaint should be dismissed for failure to 
add an indispensable party. 
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12. AnsweI-ing Defendant shows that Plaintiff assumed the risk of any damage or 
injury Pla~nt~ff  may have received as a result of the incidents described in the Complaint, and, 
therefore, Plaintiff is not entitled to recover. 
13. Answerrng Defendant shows that if Plaintiff has sustained any injury or damage, 
such injury or damage was due to the careless and negligent acts of Plaintiff, which, combined 
with any negligent acts on the past of Answering Defendant (said negligent acts being 
specifically denied by Answering Defendant) or third parties for whom Answering Defendant is 
not responsible, to proximately cause said injury or damage, if any, and, therefore, Plaintiff is not 
, f l  
entitled to recover from Answering Defendant. 
y. fl" 
a' 
.4/ 14. Answering Defendant shows that the Plaintiff failed to exercise ordinary care for 
Plaintiff's own protection, or was otherwise contributorily andlor comparatively negligent, and 
such failure occasioned some or all of the alleged injury and damage to Plaintiff, if any. 
15. Answering Defendant shows that the negligence of the Plaintiff equaled or 
exceeded any negligence on the part of Answering Defendant (said negligence being specifically 
denied), and, therefore, Plaintiff is not entitled to recover from Answering Defendant. 
16. Answering Defendant shows that Plaintiff or others have failed to take adequate 
steps and precautions for the safe use of the materials described in the Complaint, said failure 
being the proximate cause of Plaintiffs damages, if any, and, therefore, Plaintiff is not entitled to 
recover. 
17. Answering Defendant shows that the injuries and damages complained of by 
Plaintiff were the result of actions or omissions by a third-party or parties for whom Answering 
Defendant is not responsible, and, therefore, Plaintiff is not entitled to recover from Answering 
Defendant. 
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18. Answenng Defendant shows that if Plaintiff has released, settled, entered into an 
accord and sat~sfaction, or otherwise compromised Plaintiff's clairns herein, then, accordingly, 
said clairns are barred by payment, accord and satisfaction, arbitration and award, release, and 
res judicata; alternatively, Answering Defendant shows that if Plaintiff has accepted 
cornpensation rn partial settlement of Plaintiffs claims, then Answering Defendant is entitled to a 
set-off in said amount. 
19. Answering Defendant pleads that it is i m u n e  from civil liability of any form or 
nature in this matter under Idaho's workers' compensation law if Plaintiff was an employee of 
s defendant during the period of alleged exposure. The said workers' compensation law provides " = 
?" k 
Workers' Compensation benefits for the disability of an employee if such resulted from injury or 
occupational disease incurred or sustained in the course of employment as an exclusive remedy. 
20. Answering Defendant shows that no discovery has been conducted to date in the 
above-captioned civil action, and it is unknown at this time which, if any, products manufactured 
and sold by Answering Defendant give rise to Plaintiff's claims herein. Answering Defendant 
further shows that should the discovery process reveal any products manufactured and sold by 
Answering Defendant, giving rise to Plaintiff's claims that were designed and manufactured 
pursuant to and in accordance with the standards of, or specifications mandated by, the United 
States Government and its agencies, the knowledge of the United States Government and its 
agencies of any possible health hazards from use of such products was equal or superior to that 
of Answering Defendant, and by reason thereof Answering Defendant is entitled to assume any 
immunity from liability that exists in favor of the United States Government or its agencies. 
21. Answering Defendant shows that it has not engaged in any activity that would 
entitle the Plaintiff to punitive or exemplary damages. 
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32. Answering Defendant shows that Plaintiffs claim for punitive damages is barred 
by the F ~ f t h ,  Eighth, and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution. 
23. Answering Defendant shows that any exposure of Plaintiff to asbestos-containing 
products for which Answering Defendant is alleged to be liable was so minimal as to be 
insufficient to establish a reasonable degree of certainty or probability that the injuries and 
damages complained of resulted from any exposure to, or defects from, said products. 
24. Answering Defendant shows that there was no privity of contract between 
Plaintiff and Answering Defendant, and Plaintiff may not rely upon any warranties that may 
have been implied or imposed by law upon Answering Defendant, and Answering Defendant 
i affirmatively alleges that it breached no warranty. hr 
k 9 25. Answering Defendant shows that it has breached neither express nor implied 
warranties. 
26. Answering Defendant shows that any oral warranties upon which Plaintiff 
allegedly relied are unavailable as violative of the provisions of the applicable Statute of Frauds. 
27. Answering Defendant shows that to the extent that Plaintiff sustained injuries 
from the use of a product alleged to contain asbestos, which is denied, parties not under the 
control of Answering Defendant misused, abused, misapplied, and otherwise mishandled the 
product alleged to be asbestos material, and, therefore, Answering Defendant is not liable for 
injuries resulting from such conduct. 
28. Answering Defendant shows that some or all of the asbestos products alleged in 
the Complaint do not constitute products within the meaning and scope of the laws of the State 
of Idaho, and, therefore, the complaint fails to state a cause of action in strict liability. 
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29. Answering Defendant shows that some of.'Plaxntrffs claims for damages have not 
accrued, are purely speculative, uncertain, and cont~ngent, and, therefore, Plaintiff is not entitled 
to recover said damages. 
30. Answering Defendant shows that no implied warranties, including the warranties 
of merchantability and fitness for a paflicular purpase, hecam a part of the basis of the bargain 
in the sale by Answering Defendant. 
3 1. Answering Defendant shows that the damages alleged in the Complaint are not 
recoverable under an express warranty theory. 
32. Answering Defendant shows that no notice of any alleged breaches of warranty 
were ever forwarded to Answering Defendant pursuant to the applicable provision of the 
Uniform C o m e r c i a l  Code. 
33. Answering Defendant shows that all defenses that may have been or will be 
asserted by other defendants andfor any third-party defendants in this action are adopted and 
incorporated by reference as if fully set forth at length herein as defenses to Plaintiffs 
Complaint. In addition, Answering Defendant will rely upon any and all other further defenses 
that become available or appear during discovery proceedings in this action, and hereby 
specifically reserves the right to amend its Answer for the purposes of asserting any such 
additional affirmative defenses. 
34. Answering Defendant denies that it gave, made, or otherwise extended any 
warranties, whether express or implied, upon which Plaintiff had a right to rely. 
35. Answering Defendant is not guilty of negligence, whether by act of commission 
or act of omission. 
ANSWER TO COMPLAINT BY DEFENDANT CBSNIACOMNVESTINGHOUSE - 18 
09419-003 (172575) 
36, To the extent that the allegations of the Cornplaint may be directed or related to 
Answering Defendant, it states that any substance, product, or equipment allegedly produced, 
manufactured, processed, sold, supplied, andlor distributed by Answering Defendant was not 
used for the purpose for which it was intended, andlor was misused by the Plaintiff. 
37. As the Plaintiff is unable to identify the manufacturers of the substance, product, 
or equipment that allegedly caused injury, Plaintiff fails to state a claim upon which relief can be 
granted, since, if such relief were granted, it would deprive Answering Defendant of its 
constitutional rights to substantive and procedural due process of law and equal protection under 
the law as guaranteed by the Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution and by the 
Idaho Constitution. 
38. The causes of action asserted herein by the Plaintiff, who admittedly is unable to 
* # 
a f identify the manufacturer(s) of the alleged injury-causing product(s), fail to state a claim upon r 
J 
which relief can be granted, in that, Plaintiff has asserted claims for relief which, if granted, 
would constitute a taking of private property for public use, without just compensation. Such a 
tahng would contravene Answering Defendant's constitutional rights as preserved for it by the 
Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution of the United States and by the Idaho Constitution. 
39. Plaintiffs employers and others knew or should have known of the risk alleged, 
and were negligent and careless in, among other things, failing to provide Plaintiff with a safe 
work environment, and in misusing Answering Defendant's products. Such conduct was the sole 
proximate cause, or preponderating cause, or an intervening or superseding cause, of any alleged 
injury, damage, or loss to the Plaintiff, and, therefore, precludes the Plaintiff from obtaining any 
recovery against Answering Defendant. Alternatively, any recovery that Plaintiff may be 
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entitled to obtain against Answering Defendant must be reduced by that amount of damages 
attributable to the acts and/or omissions of Plaintifrs employers and/or others as set forth herein. 
40. The state of the medical, scientific and industrial knowledge, art, and practice was 
at all material tirnes such that Answering Defendant neither breached any alleged duty to the 
Plaintiff, nor knew or could have known, that its products presented a foreseeable risk of harm to 
the Plaintiff in connection with the normal and expected use of such products. 
41. Answering Defendant fully complied with all applicable governmental laws, 
regulations, and standards regarding the manufacturer, sale, or distribution of products to which 
the Plaintiff alleges exposure; Answering Defendant has fully complied with all applicable 
governmental laws, regulations, and standards regarding packaging and labeling of said products, 
including but not limited to, labeling and publishing of cautionary instructions pertaining to the 
S: use of said products. 
n 
d 42. If the Plaintiff alleges he was exposed to asbestos from a government specified 
product manufactured, sold, supplied, or distributed by Answering Defendant, then Plaintiff's 
claims are barred by the governmental contractor defense. At all times relevant hereto, 
Answering Defendant relied upon and complied with the standards and/or specifications of the 
United States Government or other governmental entities regarding the composition of any 
products specified by or sold, supplied, or distributed to the United States Government. 
43. Answering Defendant shows that the claims alleged in the Complaint are barred 
by Plaintiffs failure to take reasonable steps to avoid or otherwise mitigate the claimed damages, 
expenditures, and costs. 
44. Answering Defendant denies any and all liability to the extent that Plaintiff asserts 
Answering Defendant's alleged liability as a successor, successor in business, successor in 
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product line, or a posttion thereof; assignee, predecessor, predecessor in business, predecessor In 
product line, or a portion thereof; parent, alter ego, subsidiary, wholly or partially owned by, or 
the whole or partial owner of or member of an entity. 
45. Answering Defendant shows that it was under no legal duty to warn Plaintiff of 
the hazards, if any, associated with the use of products containing asbestos. Answering 
Defendant further shows that the purchasers of said products, Plaintiff's employers, his unions, 
or certain third parties yet to be identified, were knowledgeable and sophisticated users, and were 
in a better position to warn Plaintiff of the risks associated with using products containing 
asbestos; and, assuming, without admitting that a warning was required, it was the failure of such 
persons or entities to give such a warning that was the proximate and superseding cause of 
Plaintiffs damages, if any. 
46. Answering Defendant shows that the apparent benefits of the products containing 
\ P  
i;" 
J asbestos, if any, for which it had legal responsibility, outweighed the apparent risks, given the 
scientific knowledge available when the product was marketed. 
47. Answering Defendant shows that there was no concert of action between 
Answering Defendant and any other defendants herein; therefore, the defendants are not joint 
tortfeasors, and Answering Defendant may not be held jointly and severally liable with the other 
defendants. 
48. Answering Defendant shows that its liability, if any, in this matter is extremely 
minor relative to the liability of various third parties, and, therefore, the damages, if any, 
assessed against it should be proportionate to the degree, nature, and extent of its fault. 
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49. Answering Defendant shows that no conduct by or attrtbutable to it was the cause 
in fact, the proximate cause or a substantial factor in bringing about the damages, if any, suffered 
by Plaintiff. 
50. Plaintiffs' claims for punitive damages, if any, are barred andlor lim~ted by Idaho 
Code: 9 6-1604. 
5 1. To the extent Plaintiff failed to observe an obvious defective condition, Plaintiffs' 
recovery, if any, against Defendant must be reduced. 
52. The percentage or proportion of fault attributable to Plaintiff, other Defendants, 
and to others, whether or not joined as parties herein, should be determined by separate special 
verdicts pursuant to Idaho law, thereby barring or diminishing any recovery against Answering 
A, 
Defendant. 
7 53. To the extent this Answering Defendant is alleged to be a non-manufacturing 
seller of asbestos-containing products, Answering Defendant is entitled to immunity pursuant to 
Idaho Code 3 6-1407. 
54. To the extent Plaintiff, Plaintiff's employers, or other third parties modified or 
altered any product manufactured, sold, or distributed by Answering Defendant, Plaintiffs' 
recovery against Answering Defendant must be reduced. 
55. Because of the generality of the allegations in the Complaint, Answering 
Defendant reserves the right to amend its answer and a-FEirmative defenses if investigation, 
discovery, and further information should warrant such amendment, and, further, to assert any 
applicable matters of law during the pendency of this action. 
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ATTORmY FEES 
56. Answering Defendant has retained the firm of Greener, Banducci & Shoemaker 
P.A. to defend this action, and is entitled to reasonable costs and attorney Fees incurred in the 
defense of this rnatter pursuant to I.C. $Ej  12-120, 12-121, and I.R.C.P. 54. 
57. Answering Defendant hereby respectfully demands a trial by jury as to all issues 
in this matter pursuant to Rule 38(b), I.R.C.P. 
PRAYER FOR RELIEF 
WHEREFORE, having fully answered the Complaint, Answering Defendant prays that 
its answer and defenses be inquired into, that judgment be entered in favor of Answering 
!JJ Defendant and against Plaintiff, that Answering Defendant be awarded its attorney fees and all 
i-;b 
costs of this action, and that this Court grant to Answering Defendant such other and further 
relief as this Court deems just and proper under the circumstances. 
DATED THIS day of August, 2006. 
GREENER BANDUCCI SHOEMAKER P.A. 
JP) 
Christopher C. ~ u r k e  
Attorneys for CBS Corporation, a Delaware 
corporation, filda Viacom Inc., successor by 
merger to CBS Corporation, a Pennsylvania 
corporation, filda Westinghouse Electric 
Corporation 
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I E R E B Y  CERTIFY that on the day of August, 2006, a true and correct copy of 
the within and foregoing i~lstmment was served upon: 
/ 
Perersen Parhnson & Arnold, PLLC (208) 522-8547 
390 N. Capital Avenue 
P.O. Box 1645 
Idaho Falls, ID 83403-1656 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs, Mildred Castorena, 
The Estate of Ted Castorena, Robert L. 
I-Ironek, The Estate of William D. Frasure, The 
Estate of Robert Branch, Jr., Stephanie 
Branch,The Estate of John D. Stoor, Alene 
Stoor, Norman L. Day, Marlene Kisling 
Birmingham, AL, 35209 Overnight Delivery 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs, Mildred Castorena, 
The Estate of Ted Castorena, Robert L. 
Wronek, The Estate of William D. Frasure, The 
Estate of Robert Branch, Jr., Stephanie 
Branch,The Estate of John D. Stoor, Alene 
Stoor, Norman L. Day, Marlene Kisling 
815 W. Washington Street 
Boise, ID 83702 
Attorney for V~acom Inc. and Westinghouse 
Electric Corporation 
Wade L. Woodard 
Greener Banducci Shoemaker, P.A. 
815 W. Washington Street 
Boise, LD 83702 Overnight Delivery 
Attorney for Union Carbide Corporation and 
Certainteed Corporation 
a L 8  
ANSWER TO COMPLAINT BY DEFENDANT CBSNIACOMNVESTINGHOUSE - 24 
09419-003 (172578) 
109 N. Aflhur, 5th Floor 
Overnight Delivery 
Pocatello, ID 83204-0991 
Attorneys for Owens-Illinois Inc. 
(208) 232-6101 
201 E. Center 
P.O. Box 1391 Overnight Delivery 
Pocatello, D 83204- 139 1 
Attorneys for Advanced Industrial Supply Inc. 
1414 E. Center 
P.O. Box 4758 Overnight Delivery 
Pocatello, ID 83205-4758 
Attorneys for General Electric and A.W. 
Chesterton Company 
203 Main Street 
P.O. Box 1009 Overnight Delivery 
Boise, ID 83702 
Attorneys for Anchor Packing Company and 
Garlock Incorporated 
285 NW Main 
P.O. Box 1047 Overnight Delivery 
Blackfoot, ID 83221 
,a 745 
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Horizon Plaza, Suite 225 (208) 478-7602 
1070 Hiline Road 
Pocatello, TC) 83201 Overnight Delivery 
Attorneys for P & H Cranes, a/Ma 
Hamishcchfegor Corporation, Cleaver-Brooks, 
a Division of AQUA Ghern, Inc. and ITT 
Industries, Inc. 
(208) 232-9 16 1 
419 W. Benton 
P.O. Box 1725 Overnight Delivery 
Pocatello, ID 83204 
Attorneys for Crown Cork & Seal Company, 
Inc. 
14 
Christopher C. Burke 
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